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Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  The  Subcommittee  on  Interior  Appro- 
priations will  come  to  order.  We  welcome  you  and  your  assistants, 
and  we  look  forward  to  your  testimony.  Your  statements  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record  in  full.  And  so  we'll  welcome  your  testi- 
mony. You  can  summarize  as  you  choose,  and  then  we'll  have  ques- 
tions. I  suspect  we'll  have  some  more  members  show  up  here  very 
shortly.  So,  Chief,  you're  on. 

Mr.  Thomas.  All  right.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lyons  prepared  the  testimony.  He  had  to  be  somewhere  else. 
So  I  would  just  submit  that  testimony  for  the  record  and  hit  the 
high  points. 

First,  I'd  like  to  introduce  the  people  that  accompany  me.  To  my 
left  is  Dave  Unger,  Associate  Chief.  On  my  right  is  Gray  Reynolds, 
who's  the  Deputy  Chief  for  the  National  Forest  System.  And  we've 
got  a  vacant  chair  somewhere  that  will  be  occupied  as  needed  by 
Jerry  Sesco,  Deputy  Chief  of  Research;  Joan  Comanor,  our  Deputy 
Chief  for  State  and  Private  Forestry;  Clyde  Thompson,  who's  Asso- 
ciate Deputy  Chief  for  Administration.  Kathleen  Connelly  is  our 
new  Deputy  Chief  for  Administration.  Val  Mezainis  is  Deputy  Chief 
for  International  Forestry,  and  Steve  Satterfield  is  here,  who  is  our 
Director  of  Program  Development  and  Budget. 

FOREST  SERVICE  FUNDING 

Very  quickly,  Forest  Service  program  funding  has  declined  over 
the  last  several  years  in  real  buying  power.  It's  declined  in  con- 
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stant  dollars  about  10  percent  between  1992  and  1995,  and  we've 
had  staffing  reductions  now  of  about  3,500  since  that  date.  And 
we've  got  some  increasing  demands,  and  the  1996  budget's  fiscally 
responsible.  We've  handled  our  needs  and  difficult  reallocation  with 
an  almost  constant  bottom  line. 

Our  budget  priorities  were  guided  by  our  statement  of  ethics  and 
course  for  the  future  that  commits  us  to  protect  ecosystems,  to  re- 
store deteriorated  systems,  to  provide  multiple  benefits,  and  have 
an  effective  organization.  Some  of  the  increases  that  drove  this 
course  are  increased  protection  of  ecosystems  through  increases  in 
fire  management;  increased  efforts  to  restore  deteriorated  systems 
through  increases  in  soil,  water,  and  air  programs,  and  to  increase 
our  forest  health  efforts  through  more  fuel  treatment  and  thinning. 
We're  going  to  increase  our  efforts  to  provide  multiple  benefits  by 
dealing  with  the  recreation — restoration  backlog,  speeding  up  envi- 
ronmental assessments  of  range  allotments  to  keep  grazing  pro- 
grams online;  adding  to  our  assistance  to  private  landowners  in 
management  of  their  lands,  including  that  for  timber  production. 
We  added  to  our  international  forestry  program  to  insure  that  our 
economic  and  environmental  interests  are  served  in  the  inter- 
national arena  and  have  increased  our  research  program  to  support 
the  current  program  and  keep  it  on  track. 

Given  the  fixed  bottom  line,  these  increases  had  to  come  from  de- 
creases in  other  programs  such  as  the  timber  sale  program,  con- 
struction, and  fire  protection.  None  of  these  reallocations  were  easy 
or  painless,  but  it's  a  time  of  tough  choice. 

With  that,  I'll  turn  myself  over  to  your  disposal. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Lyons  follows:] 


STATEMENT  OF 

JAMES  R.  LYONS 
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House  Connnittee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 

March  22,  1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  this  Conunittee  to  discuss  the  President's  FY  1996 
Budget  for  the  Forest  Service. 

When  Chief  Thomas  and  I  appeared  before  you  nearly  a  year  ago  to  discuss  the  FY 
1995  budget  for  the  Forest  Service,  I  stated  my  commitment  to  providing 
leadership  ouid  bringing  aJaout  needed  change  in  the  Agency.   Not  change  merely 
for  the  sake  of  cheinge,  but  rather  change  to  improve  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  a  proud  organization,  cind  further  the  ability  of  the  Forest 
Service  to  provide  nationwide  leadership  in  conservation  and  land  stewardship. 

Over  the  past  year,  the  Forest  Service  has  made  considerable  progress  in 
charting  a  course  and  starting  down  the  path  of  change .   The  Agency  has  done 
this  in  the  face  of  great  challenges  such  as  a  declining  budget,  a  1994  fire 
season  of  historic  proportions,  increasing  public  demands  for  goods  and 
services  from  the  National  Forests,  and  increased  demands  for  scientific 
information.   Much  more  remains  to  be  done,  cind  Chief  Thomas  and  I  are 
committed  to  doing  our  utmost  to  carry  out  our  responsibilities  to  serve  the 
American  people. 

LONG-TERM  STRATEGIC  DIRECTION 

The  Forest  Service  manages  the  191.  G  million  acre  National  Forest  System  for 
many  purposes;  carries  out  a  comprehensive  forest  research  program,-  provides 
cooperative  assistcuice  to  States,  communities,  and  private  forest  landowners; 
and  conducts  international  forestry  activities  in  cooperation  with  other 
countries.   In  carrying  out  this  mission,  the  Forest  Service  develops  long-term 
strategic  direction  as  required  by  the  the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable 
Resources  Planning  Act  (RPA) . 

A  document  published  in  October  1994,  "The  Forest  Service  Ethics  and  Course  to 
the  Future,"  contains  the  key  points  of  the  Agency's  long-term  strategic  plan, 
and  helps  to  focus  Agency  priorities,  including  budget  priorities.   The  key 
elements  of  the  "Course  to  the  Future"  are: 

Protecting  ecosystems 

Restoring  deteriorated  ecosystems 

Providing  multiple  benefits  for  people  within  the  capabilities  of 

ecosystems 

Ensuring  organizational  effectiveness 

The  "Course  to  the  Future"  is  am  integrated  plan  designed  to  cut  across  the 
traditional  functional  programs  of  the  agency;  similarly,  the  elements  and 
actions  to  be  undertaken  in  the  "Course  to  the  Future"  are  integrated  and  woven 
through  all  Forest  Service  programs. 
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REINVENTION  OF  THE  FOREST  SERVICE 


The  Forest  Service  understands  America's  desire  for  deficit  reduction  and 
streamlined  government  and  is  doing  its  part  to  accomplish  this.   On  December 
6,  1994,  the  Forest  Service  published  and  disseminated  a  comprehensive  report 
to  "reinvent"  the  Forest  Service,  Reinvention  of  the  Forest  Service:  The 
Chanaes  Beqin .   The  over-riding  objectives  are  to  move  resources  --people 
money,  and  equipment  --  to  the  field,  and  to  continue  providing  and  improving 
quality  service  at  lower  cost. 

This  report  includes  aggressive  proposals  for  changing  the  Agency's 
organizational  structure  and  business  processes  to  enable  it  to  better  function 
m  an  era  of  decreasing  budgets.   These  changes  include: 

o    Reducing  the  number  of  regional  offices  from  9  to  7; 

o    Reducing  the  number  of  research  stations  from  8  to  7 ; 

o    Co- locating  National  Forest  System,  Research,  and  State  and  Private 

Forestry  administrative  activities  to  better  integrate  all  activities; 

o    Aligning  regional  boundaries  for  all  programs  along  broad  ecosystem 
boundaries; 

o  Emphasizing  mcinagement  primarily  by  teams; 

o  Reducing  headquarters  and  consolidating  administrative  functions; 

o  Reengineering  administrative  processes; 

o  Taking  actions  to  foster  effectiveness  and  efficiency. 

The  Forest  Service  is  moving  to  develop  the  proposals  in  more  detail   A  team 
is  working  on  restructuring  and  reducing  the  Washington  Office.   Chief  Thomas 
and  I  expect  to  transmit  the  details  of  the  restructuring  proposals  for  the 
Forest  Service  to  the  Congress,  including  this  committee,  on  March  31,  1995. 

BUDGET  REALITY 

The  Forest  Service  has  fewer  dollars  to  meet  increasing  demands.   The  Agency's 
total  budget  is  declining  in  nominal  and  real  terms.   Between  FY  1992  and  FY 
1995,  the  Forest  Service  budget  declined  by  3%  in  nominal  terms  and  10%  when 
the  effects  of  inflation  are  considered  (i.e.,  "real"  dollars)    The  FY  1996 
proposal  would  continue  the  downward  trend  in  real  terms. 

Forest  Service  staffing  is  also  on  a  downward  trend.   The  agency  has 
^^r^^!^""^"*  ^  decrease  in  staff  actually  used  of  about  3,600  FTEs  between  FY 
1992  and  FY  1994.   Staffing  will  decrease  by  another  3,100  FTEs  by  FY  1999 
These  staffing  decreases  are  occurring  at  all  levels  of  the  organization.  ^The 
Washington  Office  will  bear  the  largest  percentage  share  of  staff  reductions 
However,  because  the  WO  has  only  2  percent  of  the  total  work  force   the 
majority  of  work  force  reductions  are  still  in  the  field. 

A  consequence  of  these  budget  trends  is  that  the  Forest  Service  has  fewer 

to  do^mor;  "somi"'""'?"^  ^T""' '      ^^"""  '^   increasing  pressure  on  the  budget 
to  do  more.   Some  examples  of  program  areas  experiencing  pressure: 
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The  recreation  program  has  a  large  -  more  than  $1  billion  - 
infrastructure  backlog  in  recreation  facilities,  trails  maintenance 
and  reconstruction,  and  recreation  related  roads  and  bridges.   This 
backlog  is  continuing  to  grow.   At  the  same  time,  recreation  use  on 
National  Forests  continues  to  increase  rapidly. 

Sound  scientific  information  is  becoming  an  ever  more  crucial 
ingredient  in  policy  decisions.   There  is  an  urgent  need  for 
large-scale  ecosystem  studies,  more  comprehensive  inventory  and 
monitoring  programs,  and  basic  ecosystem  knowledge  for  solving  forest 
health  problems. 

There  is  increasing  pressure  on  private  lands  to  satisfy  a  greater 
share  of  the  Nation's  timber  demand.   The  1993  update  of  the  RPA 
Assessment  of  the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Situation  in  the  United  States 
reports  that  softwood  growing  stock  removals  exceed  growth  on  forest 
industry  lands  in  all  regions  and  for  nonindustrial  private  lands  in 
the  South. 


BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

The  Forest  Service  is  facing  this  budget  situation  primarily  by  shifting 
dollars  and  people  to  address  the  highest  priorities. 

Initiatives  in  the  FY  1996  Budget 

The  FY  1996  budget  supports  several  high  priority  initiatives  that  strive  for 
improved  productivity  and  efficiency,  reduction  of  the  federal  deficit, 
increased  community  service,  and  a  balancing  of  environmental  and  economxc 
concerns  of  the  country.   These  initiatives  are: 

National  Performance  Review.  Aoencv  Reinvention,  Streamlining: 
streamlining  actions  will  continue  in  FY  1996. 

Forest  Health:  the  budget  contains  funding  to  implement  projects 
restoring  forest  ecosystems  throughout  the  nation,  primarily  in 
western  states. 

President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest:  the  goal  of  this 
plan  is  to  balance  long-term  economic  and  environmental  health  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern  California  region.   FY  1996  funding  for 
the  Forest  Plan  is  proposed  at  $107.4  million,  an  increase  of  $12.4 
million  over  FY  1995. 

President's  Climate  ChangP  Action  Plan:  this  plan  is  the  United  States 
strategic  plan  to  combat  the  long-term  problem  of  global  climate 
change.   Funding  has  been  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  to  continue 
the  trend  of  reducing  the  emission  of  greenhouse  gases. 

AmeriCorpB  Program:  The  FY  199  6  budget  contains  funding  to  support  the 
growth  and  development  of  this  program.   A  $10  million  program  of 
550-600  young  people  accomplishing  natural  resource  work  is  planned  in 
FY  1996. 
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Columbia  River  Basin  Ecoreqion  Assessment:  The  FY  1996  budget  will 
complete  the  effort  to  generate  scientific  information  that  provides  a 
foundation  for  future  decisions  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin. 

Ramqe  Restoration  euid  Management :  a  funding  increase  for  range 
restoration  and  management  is  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget.   This 
initiative  will  increase  efforts  to  protect  cUid  restore  the  nation's 
rangeland  and  support  completing  the  required  environmental  analyses 
aund  reissucince  of  the  large  number  of  grazing  permits  that  are 
expiring . 

Appropriation  Highlights 

I  will  now  describe  some  of  the  highlights  of  actions  funded  in  FY  1996  which 
support  the  achievement  of  the  Agency's  mission  and  long-term  strategic 
direction. 

National  Forest  System 

The  goal  of  the  National  Forest  System  (NFS)  progreun,  guided  by  the 
principles  of  ecosystem  meinagement,  is  to  provide  for  the  protection, 
management  and  utilization  of  approximately  191.6  million  acres  of  NFS 
Icinds  located  in  44  States,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  FY  1996  budget  for  the  NFS  is  $1.35  billion,  an  increase  of  $7  million 
over  the  1995  Appropriations.   Some  significant  changes  from  1995  have  been 
necessary  to  meet  critical  priorities: 

Wildlife  eind  fisheries  haibitat  mauiagement  is  funded  at  $99.8  million,  an 
increase  of  $6.5  million  over  the  1995  /^propriation.   The  increase  will 
support  improved  management  of  currently  listed  threatened  &  endangered 
species,  and  help  to  prevent  the  need  for  listing  future  species  by 
focusing  efforts  on  imperiled  species.   Inland  fish  habitat  management 
funding  is  also  increased  to  support  hcibitat  restoration  at  the  watershed 
level  and  increase  the  capability  to  meet  growing  public  demsind  for  inland 
fish  resources. 

Rcuigeland  management  is  funded  at  $43.4  million,  cin  increase  of  $24.9 
million  over  the  1995  Appropriation.   This  increase  is  the  largest  in  the 
FY  1996  budget.   It  is  urgently  needed  to  accomplish  improved  grazing 
permit  administration,  accelerated  rauigeland  cind  riparian  restoration 
activities,  increased  range  forage  improvements,  and  additional  noxious 
weed  control  actions. 

Recreation  Use  is  funded  at  $229.0  million,  ein  increase  of  $8.4  million 
over  the  1995  Appropriation.   The  increase  will  be  used  to  serve  an 
increase  in  users  and  to  continue  emphasizing  the  improvement  of  customer 
service,  correcting  resource  damage  and  health  and  safety  conditions,  and 
improving  the  management  of  heritage  resources . 
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Forestland  management  is  funded  at  $214.4  million,  a  decrease  of  $23.4 
million  from  the  1995  Appropriation.   The  decrease  in  funding  is  due  to 
reductions  in  the  amount  of  timber  volume  to  be  prepared  for  sale.   The 
projected  sales  program  level  is  estimated  to  be  3.7  billion  board  feet 
(BBF) .   Of  this  volume,  timber  salvage  sales  are  projected  at  1.5  BBF  and 
are  financed  by  the  Timber  Salvage  Sale  Fund. 

International  Forestry 

An  important  strategic  goal  for  the  Forest  Service's  international  forestry 
progrcim  is  the  promotion  of  sustainable  forest  management  in  other 
countries  that  would  also  result  in  benefits  for  the  United  States.   The 
1996  President's  Budget  is  $10.0  million,  an  increase  of  $3  million  over 
the  1995  Appropriation. 

Forest  Research 

The  goal  of  the  Forest  Research  program  is  to  provide  new  knowledge  and 
technology  to  support  management  to  protect  the  ecological  integrity  of  the 
Nation's  natural  resources,  improve  the  compatibility  of  competing  resource 
uses,  and  expand  resource  use  opportunities.   The  1996  President's  Budget 
is  $203.8  million,  an  increase  of  $4.0  million  over  the  1995 
.^^propriation.   Approximately  $6.2  million  of  funding  is  redirected  to  high 
priority  research  needed  for  implementing  ecosystem  management  by  reducing 
and  terminating  low  priority  progreuns .   As  noted  earlier,  the  demand  for 
science  to  underpin  controversial  natural  resource  decisions  continues  to 
increase.   Examples  of  integration  of  science  into  on -  the  - ground  management 
includes  the  President's  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  Ecoregion  Assessment. 

State  and  Private  Forestry 

The  goal  of  the  cooperative  State  and  Private  (S&PF)  programs  is  to  provide 
assistance  on  a  voluntary  basis  that  helps  msmage,  protect,  and  use  the 
forest  resources  on  federal,  tribal,  State,  local,  and  private  lands  to 
meet  domestic  and  international  economic,  social,  and  environmental  goals. 

The  President's  Budget  is  funded  at  $187.5  million,  an  increase  of  $26.5 
million  from  the  1995  .^^propriation.  This  includes  an  increase  of  $20.8 
million  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  program  cind  the  Stewardship  Incentives 
Prograun.  This  increase  is  designed  to  increase  technical  assistemce  cuid 
multi -resource  management  practices  in  support  of  environmentally  sound 
management  on  nonindustrial  private  forest  lands,  which  are  experiencing 
dramatic  increases  in  timber  harvesting  and  declines  in  reforestation. 

Modest  increases  are  proposed  for  Forest  Health  Management,  Forest  Legacy, 
Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education,  eind  Urbam  and  Community  Forestry. 

Forest  Fire  Protection 

The  goals  of  the  Fire  program  (including  Forest  Fire  Protection  and  the 
Emergency  Firefighting  appropriations)  are  to  provide  fire  management, 
presuppression,  and  suppression  on  National  Forest  System  lands,  adjacent 
State  and  private  lands,  and  other  leuids  under  fire  protection  agreement. 
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Forest  Fire  Protection  is  funded  at  $164.3  million,  an  increase  of  $4.1 
million  from  the  1995  Appropriation.   Included  in  this  funding  is  $24.5 
million  for  fuels  management,  a  50  percent  increase  from  the  FY  1995 
Appropriation,  to  reduce  the  potential  for  and  costs  of  catastrophic 
wildfires . 

Emergency  Forest  Service  Firefighting  is  funded  at  $239.0  million,  a  ten 
year  adjusted  average,  which  is  a  a  decrease  of  $187.2  million  from  the 
1995  ;^propriation.   However,  the  FY  1995  Appropriation  included  $200.0 
million  in  supplemental  funding  that  has  been  applied  towards  expenses 
incurred  in  the  unprecedented  FY  1994  fire  season.   The  FY  1996  funding 
proposal,  along  with  other  available  authorities,  is  expected  to  be 
adequate  to  deal  with  foreseeable  fire  emergencies. 

Construction 

The  Construction  appropriation  provides  for  restoration,  construction,  cind 
improvement  of  buildings,  utility  systems,  dams,  recreation  facilities, 
roads,  bridges,  trails,  cind  other  physical  facilities  and  acquisition  of 
administrative  sites. 

Construction  is  funded  at  $192.3  million,  a  decrease  of  $10.5  million  from 
the  1995  Appropriation.   Construction  of  new  facilities  continues  to  be 
de-emphasized  as  we  simply  must  put  our  priority  on  taking  care  of  the  land 
and  facilities  we  already  have. 

Road  construction  is  increased  by  $4.2  million  with  emphasis  on  access  to 
recreation  sites.   The  bulk  of  the  program  is  directed  at  reconstruction  of 
a  deteriorating  road  system  with  serious  public  safety  and  sedimentation 
problems.   Construction  of  facilities  is  reduced  reflecting  the  priority  to 
first  operate  and  maintain  existing  facilities. 

Land  Acquisition 

The  Land  Acquisition  appropriation  provides  for  the  acquisition  of  lands 
and  interests  for  high  priority  recreation  and  conservation  opportunities 
within  the  national  forests. 

Land  Acquisition  is  funded  at  $65.3  million,  the  Scune  level  as  the  1995 
Appropriation.  The  acquisition  of  approximately  45,014  acres  for  protection 
of  critical  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  and  historic  values,  Congressionally 
designated  areas,  and  other  purposes  are  planned. 

Permanent  and  Trust  Funds 

Other  funds  associated  with  the  1996  budget  include  the  use  of  permanent 
and  trust  funds  which  are  combined  with  appropriated  Forest  Service  funds 
to  accomplish  common  resource  activities.   These  funds,  especially  the 
Salvage  Sale  Fund,  are  closely  related  to  the  programs  discussed  above. 
Trust  funds  are  declining  as  timber  harvest  decline.   The  salvage  sale  fund 
level  is  projected  at  about  the  same  level  as  1995.   This  level  ultimately 
depends  on  the  salvage  opportunities  that  become  available. 
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SUMMARY 

The  Forest  Service  is  working  to  be  as  efficient  as  possible  to  meet  public 
demands.   The  Forest  Service  continues  to  emphasize  volunteers  and  public 
participation  through  challenge  cost  sharing  and  other  means.   In  virtually 
every  program  area  of  the  Agency,  the  demand  for  greater  outputs  and  services 
has  outstripped  funding.   There  is  an  urgent  need  to  work  on  some  severe  forest 
health  situations  and  to  restore  ecosystems.   The  need  to  do  more  comprehensive 
auialysis  before  project  implementation  and  to  ensure  that  science  is 
appropriately  used  in  problem  solving  is  a  real  cuid  growing  cost  for  the 
Agency.   Chief  Thomas  and  I  are  very  concerned  about  the  Agency's  ability  to 
fund  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  work  required  as  it  implements  projects. 

These  are  among  the  difficult  issues  the  Forest  Service  faces  as  they  develop 
cind  carry  out  budgets  to  implement  Agency  programs.   I  believe  the  FY  1996 
budget  for  the  Forest  Service  is  a  balanced  proposal  that  promotes  conservation 
leadership  and  addresses  some  very  high  priority  natural  resource  issues. 

That  concludes  my  testimony.   Chief  Thomas  and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions . 
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Mr.  Regula.  Okay.  Thank  you  very  much. 

DUTCH  ELM  DISEASE 

I  have  some  questions  and  we'll  have  a  number  for  the  record, 
but  for  the  first  round  at  least  I  always  ask  the  question  about  re- 
search because  in  our  part  of  Ohio  we've  been  inflicted  with  Dutch 
elm  disease.  In  fact,  I  was  just  cutting  some  dead  ones  this  week- 
end and  burning  them,  but  it  seems  to  be  a  serious  problem.  Have 
you  made  any  progress  on  that  one? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Let  me  call  Jerry  Sesco,  our  Deputy  Chief  of  Re- 
search, up. 

Mr.  Sesco.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Good  morning. 

Mr.  Sesco.  Based  on  the  work  that  we've  done  on  Dutch  elm  dis- 
ease, if  one  applies  the  integrated  pest  msinagement  techniques 
that  we  developed,  you  can  keep  the  losses  from  Dutch  elm  disease 
down  to  1  to  2  percent.  Now  you  know,  because  you  have  some  elm 
trees,  what  that  means.  It  means  if  you  identify  a  tree  that  has  the 
disease,  you've  got  to  get  the  tree  out  of  there  immediately  because 
you've  got  the  bark  beetles  that  vector  the  disease,  and  if  you  use 
the  systemic  injection  technique,  Arbotect,  which  I  think  you  also 
use  on  some  of  your  trees 

Mr.  Regula.  I  use  Lignasan.  Isn't  that  about  the  same? 

Mr.  Sesco.  Yes,  it  is  for  the  same  purpose. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  I  do  vaccinate  them  every  year. 

Mr.  Sesco.  So  in  terms  of  having  a  silver  bullet,  no,  we  don't 
have  a  silver  bullet  yet  that  eradicates  the  disease,  but  the  meth- 
odology that  we  have  been  able  to  develop,  you  can  keep  the  losses 
down.  Now  biotechnology  techniques  are  going  to  offer  some  addi- 
tional advances  perhaps,  as  we  develop  or  at  least  identify  and  map 
genes,  identify  resistant  genes,  and  maybe  someday  we'll  be  able 
to  transfer  resistant  genes  from  resistant  trees  into  other  trees. 

Mr.  Regula.  What  do  you  estimate  that  you  lose  annually  in 
acreage  to  pests,  various  types  of  insects  and  diseases  in  the  na- 
tional forests,  because  that  was  part  of  the  salvage  discussion? 

Mr.  Sesco.  Well,  I'd  have  to  provide  that  information  in  detail, 
but  I  think  one  of  the  estimates  that  I  saw  was  that  it's  over  a  bil- 
lion dollars  a  year  in  terms  of  losses  to  all  kinds  of  pests  primarily, 
those  pests  that  have  been  introduced  into  the  U.S.,  and,  of  course, 
they  don't  have  any  natural  predators,  like  gypsy  moth,  like  the 
pine  shoot  beetle,  like  Dutch  elm  disease,  like  chestnut  blight.  So, 
actually,  whole  ecosystems  have  been  changed,  like  we  lost  the 
chestnut  out  of  the  Appalachian  ecosystem. 

Mr.  Regula.  Right.  Right. 

Mr.  Sesco.  It  changed  the  complexion  of  the  whole  ecosystem.  So 
I  would  say  the  estimate  could  go  into  the  billions  of  dollars  in 
losses  from 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  private  and  public  forests  totally? 

Mr.  Sesco.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  know  chestnuts  were  very  common  in  Ohio,  and 
now  they're  simply — the  Japginese  or  the  Chinese  chestnuts,  but 
none  of  the  others  survived.  They  go  to  a  certain  level  and  then 
they  die. 

Mr.  Sesco.  They  die,  yes. 
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TIMBER  SALES 

Mr.  Regula.  Chief,  what  was  the  peak  in  the  sale  in  terms  of 
board  feet  that  the  Forest  Service  marketed? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I'll  defer  to  Gray  Reynolds  on  that. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Pardon  me? 

Mr.  Regula.  What's  the  highest  number  of  board  feet  that  the 
Forest  Service  has  marketed  in  any  one  year? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  I  think  it  was  in  1990  and  it  was  about  11.4 
billion  board  feet. 

Mr.  Regula.  In  1990 

Mr.  KOLBE.  What  was  last  year's? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Last  year  we  totaled  4.8  billion. 

Mr.  Regula.  To  what  do  you  attribute  the  reduction?  Is  it  man- 
power or  roads?  I'm  sure  the  market's  there.  So  what  do  you  at- 
tribute the  reductions  to? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  it's  a  combination  of  the  various  impacts  of 
all  the  legislation  that  we're  dealing  with  in  trying  to  manage  the 
national  forests.  As  you  begin  to  look  at  our  riparian  areas,  as  you 
look  at  the  impacts  on  various  species,  both  plant  and  animal,  you 
go  through  the  NEPA  forest  planning  processes  and  try  to  make 
the  judgments  on  the  economics  of  managing  vegetation  for  timber 
or  for  range  or  for  whatever.  You  develop  a  number  of  constraints 
to  try  to  protect  some  of  these  species,  whether  it's  under  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  whether  it's  Clean  Water  Act,  whether  it's 
Clean  Air  Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act  effects,  or  prescribed  burning  pro- 
gram. The  combination  of  those,  as  well  as  some  State  require- 
ments, have  had  a  real  impact  in  the  last  five  years  on  the  avail- 
ability of  sale  volume. 

MULTIPLE  use 

Mr.  Regula.  Multiple  use,  I've  heard  the  number — it's  probably 
accurate — that  the  Forest  Service  has  more  than  twice  doubled  the 
visitor  days  of  the  Park  Service.  Do  you  have  a  growing  multiple 
use  factor,  and  does  this  create  additional  management  problems 
for  you  in  terms  of  people  and  providing  quality  experiences  for 
them,  and  at  the  same  time  dealing  with  all  the  concomitant  prob- 
lems that  go  with  managing  a  large  number  of  people? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Sure.  There  were  over  370  million  visitor  days  on 
the  national  forests  last  year,  and  those  occur  from  a  wide  range 
of  activities.  The  largest  percentage  is  driving  for  pleasure.  But 
when  you  start  looking  at  the  variety  of  activities,  they  span  the 
whole  spectrum.  As  you  begin  to  deal  with  some  of  these  issues 
where  they're  extremely  important — I'll  just  take  floating  activities. 
Float  boating  has  become  a  very  important  activity.  Our  outfitter 
guides  play  a  major  role  in  providing  that  activity  for  visitors  who 
want  to  come  to  the  nationaJ  forests.  There  are  conflicts  with  that 
activity  when  you  start  dealing  with  species  such  as  anadromous 
fish  species  where  they're  listed  because  of  their  high  estimate  fac- 
tor when  the  fish  are  on  the  spawning  bed.  Those  are  things  that 
we  didn't  conceive  of  as  being  a  problem  a  few  years  ago,  but  we 
have  to  deal  with  those  today  in  tr3dng  to  structure  that  use. 

In  the  old  days  we  built  our  roads  where  it  was  easiest  to  build 
them,  which  was  primarily  in  the  riparian  areas.  They  were  flat. 
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You  start  going  back  and  looking  at  those  impacts;  you  start  mov- 
ing your  activities  out  of  those  riparian  areas  or  try  to  deal  with 
that  impact  in  a  manner  that  doesn't  affect  those  resources.  It  cre- 
ates some  real  constraints. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  have  a  lot  of  other  questions,  but  are  you  ready, 
Mr.  Yates,  or  shall  I 

Mr.  Yates.  Pass  me. 

Mr.  Regula.  All  right,  Mr.  Dicks  was  next. 

Mr.  Yates.  He's  always  ready. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it's  always  nice  to 
have  Mr.  Yates  here  with  me. 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  always  nice  to  be  here  with  Mr.  Dicks.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Now  that  we've  got  by  all  of  that 

Mr.  Dicks.  Now  we  have  to  talk  to  the  Forest  Service;  right? 
[Laughter.] 

president's  plan  for  the  pacific  northwest 

Chief,  as  you  know,  I've  expressed  concern  to  you  directly  over 
the  last  several  years  about  a  situation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
and  there  has  been  a  lot  of  concern.  I  think  the  President's  timber 
program  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  has  been  appreciated.  I  think 
we've  made  some  significant  progress  in  trying  to  help  the  commu- 
nities that  have  been  most  adversely  affected,  but  we  have  also 
made  progress  in  doing  watershed  analysis  and  watershed  restora- 
tion. I  think  if  there's  been  a  disappointment  in  the  region,  it  is  the 
fact  that  we  have  not  yet  been  able  to  get  up— and  I  recognize  the 
fact  that  we  have  been  under  injunction  until,  I  think,  August  of 

1994,  but  can  you  tell  us  when  it  will  be  that  we  will  meet  the  tar- 
gets that  were  set  in  the  President's  program  for  the  sales  of — ^for 
green  sales  and  salvage  sales? 

And,  as  I  understand  it,  the  totals  that  we're  talking  about  here 
are  958  million  board  feet  of  new  timber  sales  each  year  for  10 
years.  This  is  under  option  9.  Now  this,  as  I  understand  it,  is  on 
the  west  side  of  Washington,  the  west  side  of  Oregon,  and  region 
5.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dicks.  So  we  don't  want  to  get  mixed  up  about  the  east  side, 
which  in  previous  testimony  we  have  not  gotten  this  thing  straight- 
ened out.  Now  so  I'd  like  to  know  when  we  will  get  to  the  958  mil- 
lion board  feet  of  new  timber  sales  under  the  President's  program 
for  the  west  side,  and  can  you  tell  me  what  we're  going  to  do  in 
1996  in  this  new  budget?  And  tell  me  what  we're  going  to  do  in 

1995,  what  we're  going  to  do  in  1996,  and  what  we're  going  to  do 
in  1997,  and  when  we're  going  to  get  to  the  958  million  in  the 
President's  option  9. 

Mr.  Thomas.  We'll  be  on  target  in  1997.  We  anticipate — 
Mr.  Dicks.  That's  Fiscal  Year  1997, 1  assume? 
Mr.  Thomas.  We  should  be  online  by  1997. 
Mr.  Yates.  Would  you  pull  the  microphone  closer,  please? 
Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir.  Sorry. 
Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  should  do  680  million  board  feet  in  1995,  800 
million  board  feet  in  1996,  and  be  online  with  a  pipehne  full  in 
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1997,  which  is  the  same  projections  that  I  gave  you  last  year.  We're 
on  target. 

Mr.  Dicks.  What  did  we  do  in  Fiscal  Year  1994?  I'm  talking 
about  salvage  and  green  sales,  the  President's  plan  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  the  west  side  of  Washington,  west  side  of  Oregon,  and 
northern  California. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  And  you're  talking  salvage  and  green? 

Mr.  Dicks.  Right.  That's  the  President's  program,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes.  We're  just  trying  to  make  sure  we  give  you 
the  exact  number. 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  know  that  Washington  and  Oregon  were  around  200 
million  board  feet. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Five  hundred  and  sixty-two  million. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Okay,  is  362  of  that  in  northern  California? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  yes,  it  is.  It  is  362;  you're  right. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Three  sixty-two  is  in  northern  California,  and  200 
million 

Mr.  Thomas.  Just  let  me  go  back  here- 


Mr.  Dicks  [continuing].  On  the  west  side  of  Washington  and  Or- 
egon in  1994? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Let  me  get  this  straight  for  you.  1994  was  233  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Dicks.  On  the  west  side? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  that's  the  owl  forest  in  the  President's 
plan. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Two  hundred  and  thirty-five? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Two  thirty-three. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Thirty-three 

Mr.  Thomas.  Seventy-seven  million  from  region  5,  156  million 
from  region  6. 

Mr.  Dicks.  What  was  the — what  was  the  region  5  number  again? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Region  5  was  77  million;  region  6  was  156  million; 
total,  233  million,  owl  forests. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Yes,  see,  that's  a  big  difference.  So  the  total  for  the 
west — ^for  Washington,  Oregon,  and  northern  California  was  not — 
it's  233? 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  for  the  owl  forests,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dicks.  All  right.  And  this  is  the  same  number  in  1995  that 
would  be  at  680;  1996,  800;  and  1997,  968;  right? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  J  gave  you  the  wrong  number  for  1995.  The  1995 
number  for  northern  California  for  the  owl  forests  would  be  102 
million  and  for  region  6  the  owl  forest  is  386,  for  a  total  of  488. 

Mr.  Dicks.  All  right,  but  then  we  go  from  there  up  to  800  and 
then  to  958  in  1997? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Right. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Right. 

Mr.  Dicks.  All  right.  Now  once  you  get  to  the  958,  there's  no — 
there  will  not  be  by  the  administration  any  effort  to  make  up  for 
the  differences  between  the  958  in  the  President's  plan  and,  say, 
the  488  that  was  achieved  in  1995? 

Mr.  Thomas.  That  would  be  our  projected  probable  sale  quantity 
for  a  10-year  period,  and  we  might  find  more  than  that  in  salvage 
volume  or  otherwise,  but  that  would  be 
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Mr.  Dicks.  I  mean,  could  you  go  to  a  higher  number?  In  other 
words,  let's  say  in  1997  you  could  do  1.2,  for  example.  Could  you 
argue  that  because  1995  and  1996  you  were  below  the  President's 
plan  that  you  could,  in  essence,  make  up  for  the  deficiencies  in  the 
first  couple  of  years  in  the  ramp-up  period  and  be — and  satisfy  the 
plan? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  standards  and  guidelines  are  related  in  that 
record  or  decision.  That's  the  reason  we're  going  through  this  pro- 
cedure or  process,  and  as  we  identify  volume,  it  may  exceed,  as  you 
just  stated,  that  1  billion  in  1997;  we  would  be  able  to  offer  it  if 
it's  in  a  contiguous  part  of  our  program.  We're  not  going  to  just  go 
up  and  just  stop  at  a  certain  number.  If  there's  timber  that  needs 
to  be  managed  as  part  of  our  sale  program  we  will  do  that.  These 
are  all  estimates. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Right. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  And,  as  you  begin  to  work  on  the  ground,  you  re- 
fine those  estimates  both  on  the  constraints  and  on  the  capability. 
So  we  would  not  want  to  say  we  couldn't  go  higher. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Could  you  tell  us  again  one  last  time — and  I  recog- 
nize my  time  is  going  to  expire  here — why  it's  been  so  difficult — 
I  think  it's  important  for  the  people  in  the  Northwest  to  know  why 
it's  been  so  difficult,  and  I  realize  that  a  big  part  of  this  has  been 
because  of  the  injunction,  why  has  it  been  so  difficult  to  get  up  to 
this  number?  And  I  understand,  by  the  way,  that  some  of  your  own 
people  are  saying  that  they're  not — they  don't  think  you  can  get 
even  to  958.  Why  has  it  been  so  difficult? 

Mr.  Thomas.  It's  been  difficult  because  essentially  the  rules  kept 
changing,  and,  finally,  when  we  had  the  rules  down,  we  had  an 
empty  pipeline.  It  takes  us  about  three  years  in  an  ordinary  sense. 
Some  of  these  are  accelerated,  but  it  takes  us  about  three  years 
from  start  to  finish  to  put  a  timber  sale  on,  when  you're  essentially 
starting  with  an  empty  pipeline.  That's  why  we've  been  funded  at 
the  1  billion  board  feet  level  and  why  we  have  not  been  producing. 
Basically,  we're  catching  up,  putting  timber  on  the  market  at  the 
same  time  we're  building  the  pipeline.  So  when  you  start  from 
ground  zero,  it  takes  time  to  get  back  on  track. 

Mr.  Dicks.  And  that's  one  of  the  reasons,  by  the  way,  that  some 
of  us  felt  so  strongly  about  salvage,  because,  as  you  said,  it  takes 
three  years  from  start  to  finish  to  get  a  sale  prepared,  and  some 
of  us  have  been  told  that  a  lot  of  those  dead,  dying,  diseased,  bug- 
infested  timber  will  be  worthless  at  the  end  of  three  years.  That's 
why  some  of  us  felt  it  was  imperative  to  try  to  move  forward  and 
to  do  more  with  salvage  because  of  the  restraints  that  we're  facing. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Kolbe. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I'd  just  like  to  add  one  other  thing.  The  record 
of  decision  was  signed  a  year  ago,  in  April.  With  that  there  was  a 
classification,  a  very  complex  classification  of  lands,  and  the  effort 
immediately  after  that  record  of  decision  was  begun  to  complete 
watershed  assessments.  With  the  program  direction  we  had  for 
timber  and  for  restoration,  we  began  to  spread  our  priorities  and 
look  at  those  lands  to  see  where  we  could  move  quickly  to  get  a 
program  and  begin  to  build  that  pipeline  and  produce  timber,  as 
well  as  meeting  all  the  requirements  of  the  plan.  And  over  22  mil- 
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lion  acres  it  takes  you  a  little  while  to  go  back  and  reexamine  your 
activities.  I  think  we  wrapped  that  up  very  quickly.  The  watershed 
assessment  was  a  very  complex  process  that  we  have  streamlined, 
and  I  think  regions  6  and  5  now  have  a  model  that  is  working  very 
well  in  identifying  the  critical  information  that  we  need  in  order  to 

move  forward  and  meet  the  requirements  of  that  plan 

Mr.  Dicks.  If  I  can  just  say  one  thing- 


Mr.  Reynolds  [continuing].  The  whole  plan 

Mr.  Dicks.  The  President's  plan? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  President's  plan  in  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  Yates.  You're  ready  to  move  with  that? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  we  have  been  moving  with  it  since  a  year 
ago  in  April. 

Mr.  Dicks.  If  I  can  just  say  one  thing  on  that — I  am  still  dis- 
turbed by  the  fact  that  we  only  can  work  in  the  woods  to  restore 
habitat  and  to  do  this,  to  do  the  actual  work  that  is  required  after 
you  do  the  watershed  analysis  for  a  period  of  two  and  a  half 
months,  which  really  does  undermine  one  of  the  goals  of  the  Presi- 
dent's program,  which  was  to  try  to  provide  employment  for  the  un- 
employed loggers  out  there.  And  I  still  feel  very  badly  about  that. 
Somehow  the  State  of  Washington  can  go  and  work  year  around  on 
its  jobs  in  the  woods  program,  but  because  of  all  these  restrictions, 
we  can  only  do  actual  work  for  two  and  a  half  months  a  year,  and 
that  disturbs  me. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Kolbe. 

Mr.  Kolbe.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chief,  gentlemen,  thank  you  for  the  chance  to  be  here. 

INFRASTRUCTURE  BACKLOG 

Looking  through  your  testimony,  I  found  one  thing  I  just  wanted 
to  ask  about  here,  and  that  is,  you  identified  that  you  got  a  large, 
more  than  a  billion  dollar  infrastructure  backlog  in  recreation  fa- 
cilities, trails,  maintenance,  reconstruction,  and  so  forth.  Given 
that  kind  of  a  backlog,  how  do  you  go  about  establishing  priorities 
as  dollars  become  available,  where  you're  going  to  place  them? 
Which  projects  get  priority? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  the  ones  with  the  first  priority  are  those  that 
involve  safety  or  health.  Beyond  that,  we'll  begin  to  move  to  those 
things  where  we  are  on  the  verge  of  losing  our  infrastructure  that 
need  maintenance  so  badly  that,  if  we  don't  institute  it,  we'll  lose 
it  and  essentially  have  to  go  back  to  full  construction  or  reconstruc- 
tion. Then  we  begin  to  set  priorities  by  use  levels 

Mr.  Kolbe.  That  was  going  to  be  my  next  question:  do  use  levels 
get  factored  into  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

recreation  use 

Mr.  Kolbe.  What  are  the  patterns  of  use  of  the  national  forests 
and  where  have  you  seen  the  most  rapid  growth  of  recreationsd  use 
of  forests? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We're  seeing  rapid  growth  in  mountain  biking,  in 
trail  use  of  all  kinds,  and  in  river  activities  in  the  riparian  areas. 
Now  in  some  parts  of  the  country  that  use  is  exaggerated.  In  south- 
ern  California   there's   been   a   tremendous   growth   in   mountain 
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biking,  as  an  example  of  one  activity  that  has  grown  tremendously 
and  has  a  major  impact  on  the  trails.  Our  trail  systems  that  were 
developed  years  aigo  weren't  built  for  that  kind  of  a  vehicle  use,  and 
in  m£iny  cases  with  our  volunteers  and  partnerships  we've  been 
able  to  go  back  and  re-engineer  and  redesign  trails  so  that  activity 
is  compatible  with  the  resources  we're  managing. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Are  you  able  to  track  or  estimate  visitor  days  in  your 
forests? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  If  so,  where — what  areas  have  had  the  greatest  in- 
crease? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  I  think  the  greatest  increases  across  the 
country  are  near  your  urban  areas. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Near  the  urban  areas? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Can  you  provide  us  with  a  listing  by  your  national 
forests  of  visitors  days?  I'm  really  interested  in  seeing,  either  of  the 
last  five  years  or  ten  years,  what's  the  kind  of  increase  that  you've 
had  there. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We'd  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  If  you'd  provide  that  for  the  record,  I'd  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We'll  do  that,  sir. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Okay. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Recreation  Use 

The  Forest  Service  collects  Recreation  Visitor  Days  (RVD's)  at  the  national  level 
by  State  and  Forest  Service  Region.  Following  is  a  table  displaying  RVD's  for  FY 
1985  through  FY  1994  by  State. 
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TIMBER  HARVESTING 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Just  one  final  question  back  on  the  issue  of  timber- 
ing, we  were  talking  about  the  decline  in  the  amount  of  timbering 
sales,  but  what  percent  of  total  timber  harvesting  in  the  United 
States,  roughly,  is  on  Forest  Service  land;  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  right  now  it  has  certainly  dropped.  There 
was  a  point  in  time  where  I  think 

Mr.  KOLBE.  At  that  peak  year,  let  me  say,  in  1990,  what — that 
represented  what  percent  of  the  total  timber  harvest  in  the  United 
States?  Can  you  give  me  a  rough 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Let  me  go  back  to  the  record,  but  I  believe  it  was 
about  30  percent  for  soft  woods. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Today,  then,  it's  what,  less  than  10  percent? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  it's  less  than  that.  I  would  expect  it's  down 
around  18  to  20  percent.  In  the  southern  part  of  the  country,  the 
Southeast,  we're  getting  tremendous  increases  that  are  exceeding 
the  growth  rate  in  the  Southeast  right  now. 

Okay,  here  are  the  figures:  currently,  it's  about  10  to  12  percent 
coming  off  national  forests,  and  as  far  as  we 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Timber  harvest  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That's  right,  £ind,  historically,  it's  been  in  the  25- 
to-30  percent  range. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  assume  that  we  could  then  point  to  a  tremendous 
increase  in  imports  as  a  result,  is  that  not  correct,  in  order  to  ac- 
commodate that,  especially  with  the  growth  of  construction  in  the 
last  few  years? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes.  Let  me  just  make  one  other  point.  With  the 
reduction  on  the  national  forests,  something  that's  happening  with- 
in the  market  system  has  been  the  private  nonindustrial  private 
lands  have  become  more  important,  more  valuable.  We've  seen  an 
increase  in  economic  valuation  of  private  forest  lands — one  of  the 
challenges  the  country  has  had  for  years  is  management  on  those 
lands,  what  the  private  landowners  are  seeing,  and  there's  incen- 
tive now  to  manage  those  lands  to  provide  wood  products  because 
of  the  shift  from  the  national  forests.  So,  you  know,  it  takes  a  while 
for  this  to  go  through  that  system,  but  I  think  the  result  will  be 
more  value  and  more  output  coming  from  private  nonindustrial  for- 
est Igmds.  The  industrial  lands  have  basically  shared  about  30  per- 
cent of  the  volume,  and  they  seem  to  be  able  to  do  that 

Mr.  KOLBE.  But  that's  very,  very  long  term,  and  if  you're  going 
to  plant  and  manage  and  harvest,  you're  talking  very,  very  long 
term. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Some  of  these  lands  are  already  well  stocked,  and 
those  are  the  ones  that  will  move  into  a  harvest  situation  quickly. 

Mr.  Thomas.  But  to  answer  your  question,  yes,  there's  been  an 
increase  in  imports,  primarily  from  Canada,  New  Zealand,  and 
Chile. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  was  visiting  Chile  over  the  Christmas  holidays  and 
stayed  with  some  friends  that  have  a  very  large  timber  ranch  and 
they're  delighted  with  the  increase  in  costs  of  timber  in  the  United 
States. 
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MEXICAN  SPOTTED  OWL 

Let  me,  if  I  might,  just  ask  a  couple  of  other  questions  a  little 
more  narrow  in  focus.  We  are  very  concerned  in  Arizona  about  the 
plan  or  what  might  happen  with  critical  habitat  designation  for  the 
Mexican  spotted  owl.  There's  a  potential  for  as  much  as  4.7  billion 
acres  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico.  Can  you  just  tell  me  where  we 
are  in  terms  of  getting  this  plan  completed  and  putting  it  in  place, 
when  we're  likely  to  see  that 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  we're  working  very  hard  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  consult  and  to  get  a  conservation  plan  in  place 
to  reduce  the  impact.  We  have  been  working  both  with  the  Mexican 
spotted  owl  and  the  northern  goshawk  for  a  number  of  years.  We're 
very  hopeful  that  the  ninth  circuit  decision  that  the  administration 
has  sent  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  look  at  will  help  us  in  that  re- 
gard. If  we're  unsuccessful  in  that  particular  review  by  the  Su- 
preme Court,  then  we're  in  a  very  difficult  situation  in  consultation 
because  in  our  forest  planning  process,  we  have  a  programmatic 
level  and  a  project  level.  In  order  to  deal  with  the  impacts,  we  pre- 
fer to  consult  at  the  project  level,  where  we  can  really  identify  the 
impacts,  and  that's  what  this  lawsuit  is  all  about  and  why  it's  gone 
to  the  Supreme  Court. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  think  you've  negotiated  agreements  that  remove  all 
of  the  tribal  lands  in  Arizona,  Indian  reservation  lands  in  Arizona, 
from  the  critical  habitat,  consideration  as  critical  habitat  designa- 
tion; is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  know,  sir.  That  would  be  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  that  negotiates 

Mr.  KOLBE.  They  negotiate  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Okay.  If  that's  true — well,  you  don't  know.  Then  you 
may  not  know  the  answer  to  this,  but  if  that's  true,  does  that  not 
put  even  greater  pressure  on  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  to  come 
up  with  what  is  the  habitat? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  assume  that  that's  been  true  where  we 
have  in  many  places  taken  the  brunt  on  the  national  forest  as  op- 
posed to  private  or  other  tjqjes  of  lands. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  I  find  it  fascinating  that  if,  indeed,  critical  habitat 
is  important  and  that  the  purpose  is  to  protect  a  species,  that 
somehow  in  doing  so  we  simply  wave  our  hand  and  write  off  what 
is  millions  and  millions  of  acres  as  possible  habitat  because  of  some 
other  political  considerations  on  it. 

CRITICAL  habitat 

Let  me  just  ask  one  last  kind  of  a  question,  kind  of  a  comment: 
part  of  the  area  that's  under  consideration  for  critical  habitat  des- 
ignation includes  all  of  Mt.  Graham  and  the  Forest  Service  lands 
there.  As  you  know,  we  have  a  rather  important  and  what  has  been 
a  controversial  observatory  site  at  an  elevation  of  10,000  feet.  My 
understanding  is  the  habitat  for  the  owl  does  not  go  above  8,000 
feet.  Is  that  your  understanding  and,  if  so,  would  it  not  be  wise  to 
say  now  that  the  area  above  that  8,000  would  not  be  under  consid- 
eration for  critical  habitat? 
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This  is  a — ^let  me  just  say,  this  is  a  poUtical  issue  because  there 
are  those  who  have  never  given  up  on  the  battle  to  try  to  block, 
dismantle,  tear  down,  stop  the  observatories  from  operating  up 
there,  would  love  to  see  it  all  designated  as  critical  habitat,  so  they 
could  dismantle  the  observatories  block  by  block. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  I'd  make  the  observation  for  perhaps  others 
that  don't  know,  there's  a  Mt.  Graham  squirrel  that  was — has  been 
the  issue  up  to  this  point.  In  the  essence  that,  of  course,  the  Forest 
Service  has  a  chance  to  comment  on  critical  habitat,  and  we  would, 
of  course,  respond — if  we  did  not  have  habitat,  we  would  respond 
that  we  didn't. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  We're  still  trying  to  measure  in  millimeters  the  dis- 
tance between  the  nose  and  the  eyes  of  this  red  squirrel  to  find  out 
what's  different  than  other  red  squirrels,  but  we  haven't  yet  deter- 
mined that  there  is  any  difference  as  yet. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Chief,  it's  good  to  see  you. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Good  morning,  sir. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Let  me  comment  a  little  bit  on  what  Mr.  Kolbe  was 
working  with,  and  I  don't  have  a  microphone  at  all  down  here,  so 
I'll  just  shout  out  so  Mr.  Skaggs  can  hear  on  that  end. 

GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

You  had  in  this  country  in  the  beginning  a  Jeffersonian  thought 
and  a  Hamiltonian  thought,  and  it  was  the  Jeffersonian  thought 
that  you  could  trust  the  people  and  you  could  have  a  decentralized 
government  and  that  would  probably  be  better  for  the  country,  and 
then  you  had  the  idea  that  a  centralized  government  would  be  bet- 
ter, and  we've  sort  of  fought  that  back  and  forth,  and  here  we  are 
today  in  the  Forest  Service;  there  are  those  that  think  there  is 
some  strange  elite  out  there  that  has  the  almighty  thought,  you 
know,  in  being  able  to  direct  the  Forest  Service,  and  we  shouldn't 
really  listen  to  anybody  else  because  they  have  all  the  information, 
and  that's,  unfortunately,  directed — and  I'm  not  criticizing  the  For- 
est Service;  this  is  a  product  of  the  Congress  that  has  directed  a 
direction  for  our  resources  that  in  most  professional  standpoints  it's 
kind  to  say  it's  goofy. 

And  I  pick  up  what  you  were  saying  a  moment  ago,  that  we've 
gone  from  30  percent  of  our  soft  woods  down  to  10  or  12  percent, 
and  then  I  was  interested  that  Mr.  Reynolds  indicated  that  the  pri- 
vate sector  is  going  to  pick  this  up  and  do  better.  And  I  would  chal- 
lenge that,  sir,  because  I  come  from  the  private  sector  in  that  area, 
and  it  just  ain't  so. 

One  of  the  geniuses  of  the  end  of  the  last  century,  Teddy  Roo- 
sevelt, played  a  big  part  of  it,  in  doing  it,  others,  in  putting  to- 
gether a  Park  Service  and  a  Forest  Service,  was  that  the  Park 
Service  was  to  be  used  to  preserve  those  natural  areas  that  we 
wanted  to  be  untouched  and  the  Forest  Service  was  to  be  a  reserve 
for  providing  fiber  for  the  Nation.  We  had  considerable  acreage.  It's 
up  to  about  a  third  of  our  national  land  now  that's  owned  by  the 
Government.  And  more  than  just  being  a  reserve  for  that  fiber,  the 
Forest  Service  was  looked  at  as  an  example  by  the  private  sector 
for  managed  silviculture,  for  taking  long-term  experiments  that  are 
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necessary  on  lands  and  carry  them  forward,  so  that,  as  an  example, 
you  could  show  the  private  sector  this  works;  this  is  better  con- 
servation; this  doesn't  work;  this  doesn't  give  the  yield.  And  those 
of  us  in  the  private  sector  have  appreciated  that  over  the  years. 

My  family  goes  back  150  years  in  forestry  and  related  areas.  And 
at  the  end  of  the  last  century  they  learned,  and  we  changed  a  lot 
of  our  methods.  We've  experimented  with  cooperative  ventures  with 
the  Forest  Service  as  far  as  trying  to  collect  information  in  moving 
silviculture   ahead.    That's   been   thrown   asunder   in   the   last   20 


talking  about  small  companies.  They,  like  myself,  are  beginning  to 
rethink. 

We  think  that,  first  of  all,  the  managed  silviculture  has  been 
thrown  out  the  window  and  we've  picked  up  goofy  science  instead. 
They  are  very  much  concerned  that  the  Forest  Service  has  abro- 
gated its  professional  responsibility  instead  of  standing  up  and  say- 
ing this  is  goofy;  this  is  wrong.  And  I  know  the  Forest  Service  is 
not  a  setter  of  policy.  That  is  Congress'  responsibility,  but  over  the 
last  20  years  some  of  that's  been  abrogated  and  a  lot  of  the  chal- 
lenges, like  the  low-cost  sales  and  things  like  that  that  are  totally 
bunkum,  haven't  been — haven't  really  been  addressed  by  profes- 
sionals in  the  Service. 

And  so  what's  happening  out  there,  more  and  more  people  in  the 
private  sector  are  saying,  we're  not  going  to  dedicate  our  lands  to 
forestry  because  it's  a  long-term  investment  and  half  the  things 
that  are  going  on,  it's  lapping  off  the  Forest  Service  onto  private 
lands.  If  we  fail,  as  one  member  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
said  from  Texas  the  other  day,  failing  to  stop  the  infestation  of  in- 
sects and  disease  on  the  Forest  Service  is  costing  the  private  sector 
because  it's  spreading  right  off  the  Forest  Service  onto  private 
lands. 

Whenever  we  endorse  goofy  science,  it  doesn't  provide  the  leader- 
ship the  private,  small  landowners  need  for  managed  silviculture. 
Whenever  we  allow  programs  in  the  Northwest  or  anywhere  else 
to  lap  over  on  private  lands,  it's  a  chilling  effect  that  someone 
who's  dedicated  30  or  more  years'  investment  to  a  silviculture  in- 
vestment, to  see  that  being  thrown  aside  because  of  some  mis- 
directed environmental  policy  that  may  be  out  and  failure  to  pro- 
tect private  property — so  I  would  challenge  the  fact  that  you're  say- 
ing that  we're  going  to  pick  up  the  slack  in  this  country  with  pri- 
vate property.  We  are  not,  sir.  We  are  going  to — what  you're  going 
to  see  is  a  real  diminishing. 

And,  as  Mr.  Kolbe  indicated,  a  lot  of  people  in  foreign  areas  are 
going  to  be  happy.  We  had  announced  by  this  administration  today 
a  record  trade  deficit.  We  cannot  continue  to  mismanage  our  re- 
sources in  this  country  and  not  have  a  record  trade  deficit.  And 
what  is  so  hypocritical  is  that  I  see  that  many  of  the  press  who  use 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  trees  a  day  to  print  their  newsprint  will 
be  the  first  to  howl  when  that  print  keeps  going  up.  They  want  pro- 
tection in  mail  programs  and  they  want  protection  every  other  way, 
so  they  can  keep  their  costs  down,  and  they  think  the  tooth  fairy 
provides  those  resources. 
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Fm  merely  digressing  in  that  area  to  say  that  you  provide  a 
greater  national  resource — or  national  leadership  role  than  you 
imagine,  not  just  for  your  agency,  but  for  those  of  us  in  smaller 
tracts  that  are  trying  to  manage  £ind  use  your  research  and  your 
management  as  a  guiding  beacon  and  a  direction,  and  I  hope  that 
responsibility  will  be  recognized  and  upheld  by  your  agency. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE 

Now  let  me  go  on,  if  I've  got  a  second  more,  on  the  questions  and 
say:  I  appreciate  you.  Chief,  the  work  that  you  did  in  responding 
to  our  technical  questions.  I  know  there's  been  talk  about  in  the 
salvage  fight  that  we  had  of  the  Forest  Service  being  for  it  or 
against  it,  or  whatever.  My  explanation  each  time — and  I'd  ask  you 
if  this  is  not  true — the  Forest  Service  does  not  make  policy;  it  car- 
ries out  whatever  Congress  does,  and  I  did  not  see  you  as  a  pro- 
moter of  our  salvage  legislation  or  against  our  salvage  legislation. 
It  was — ^you  answered  the  questions  that  we  put  to  you  on  a  tech- 
nical basis  and  we  never  represented  that  you  supported  us  or  op- 
posed us.  Is  that  pretty  much  correct? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  They  punted.  They  punted.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  I  don't — I  think  they  performed  their  profes- 
sional responsibility.  I'd  say  they  were  available  to  either  side  of 
the  argument  for  whatever  technical  information  that  we  asked.  I 
do  not  expect  you  to  set  policy.  We've  got  more  than  enough  of  us 
in  here  trying  to  do  that  to  get  in  your  way. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  I  would  respond  with  two  points.  One  is  I 
don't  think  Mr.  Re3molds  said  we  were  going  to  make  up  the  short- 
fall on  private  land.  I  think  what  he  said  was  that  that's  what  was 
happening  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas.  And  that's,  indeed,  true.  However,  for  private  land 
in  the  South,  cut  is  now  exceeding  production.  If  he  said  that, 
that's  not  what  he  meant  to  say. 

The  second  point  of  it  is  that  I  don't  think  that  we've  punted  at 
all.  I  think  what  we  did  is  respond  to  a  request  in  a  bipartisan, 
professional  manner  to  provide  technical  and  professional  informa- 
tion. I  think  policy  is  set  by  the  administration  and  by  Congress. 
So  I  think  it's  our  duty  to  respond  fully  when  questioned  about 
what  we  know  about  things  in  a  professional  sense.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  do  that. 

reforestation 

Mr.  Taylor.  One  last  question,  I  would  ask  on  the  reforestation 
funds,  they  are  at  a  constant  level  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  and  that's 
mostly  used  for  reforestation,  active  fires,  and  so  forth.  Are  you 
going  to  have  enough  money,  do  you  think,  to  accomplish  all  the 
necessary  reforestation,  given  the  magnitude  of  fires  that  we've 
had? 

Mr.  Regula.  If  you'll  yield 

Mr.  Taylor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  Let  me  piggyback:  and  will  that  give 
us  the  State  yield,  as  part  of  the  question? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  we  believe  it's  going  to  be  close,  but  we 
think  we  have  the  dollars.  Our  biggest  challenge  is  having  the 
growing  stock.  The  growing  stock  is  what  is  the  real  challenge  as 
you  start  dealing  with  major  fire  situations,  and  in  some  cases 
we're  not  able  to  go  out  and  do  it  all  in  one  year.  In  fact,  we  had 
questions  earlier  this  year  about  that,  and  it's  taken  us  six  or  seven 
years  sometimes,  but  we  do  have  the  dollars  and  it's  beefing  up  the 
program  so  we  can  deal  with  the  needs  for  these  major  fire  situa- 
tions we're  faced  with. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Will  you  try  to  go  back  with — to  superior  seedlings, 
or  how  do  you  usually 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  our  whole  approach  is  to  gather  seed  that's 
locally  viable,  that  is  the  best  seed  possible.  In  the  South,  through 
genetic  research,  we've  got  superior  seed.  In  some  parts  of  the 
country  it  isn't  worth  that.  We  just  get  local  seed  that  we  gather 
local. 

Mr.  Taylor.  We  find  it  makes  an  amazing  difference  in  surviv- 
ability and  growth. 

Mr.  Thomas.  But  our  seed  tree  program,  even  in  the  West  where 
we're  using  local  seed,  we  usually  are  taking  seed  from  selected 
trees  that  we  think  show  the  best  characteristics. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Chief,  I  take  it  you're  a  part  of  this  administration, 
the  Forest  Service? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  you  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the  President? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

TAYLOR  amendment 

Mr.  Yates.  I  have  a  statement  here — I  think  it  comes  from  the 
Forest  Service — ^that  says  that  the  administration  strongly  opposes 
the  Taylor  amendment  to  the  rescission  bill. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  we  did  not  support  the  Taylor  amendment. 
In  fact,  I  think  the  last  paragraph  in  my  reply  to  Mr.  Taylor  stated 
that  there  should  be  no  assumption  made  that  we  support  the  Tay- 
lor amendment. 

Mr.  Taylor.  If  the  gentleman  would  yield — we  did  not  at  any 
time  say  the  Forest  Service  supported  our  legislation. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  somebody  must  have.  I  remember  that  you  didn't 
say  that,  but  I  have  the  impression  that  others  who  argued  said 
that  the  Forest  Service  supports  it.  It  may  have  been  Mr.  Dicks; 
I  don't  know.  I  have  the  impression  that  somebody  did  it. 

But,  at  any  rate,  this  does  not — this  goes  beyond  your  statement 
now.  This  says  the  administration  strongly  opposes  the  Taylor 
amendment.  It  is  not  the  position  that  you  say  you  made  known 
to  him  that  you  did  not  favor  the  Taylor  amendment.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  you  oppose — the  administration  opposes  it  rather  than 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Let  me  state,  as  a  representative  at  this  table  of 
the  administration,  I  have  not  talked  personally  to  the  President 
nor  have  I  been  able  to  talk  to  the  Under  Secretary,  but  if  that's 
the  statement  and  that  comes  from  the  Under  Secretary,  that  will 
be 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  you  want  me  to  show  this  to  you?  And  have  you 
not  seen  it? 
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Mr.  Thomas.  I  have  seen  it,  but- 


Mr.  Taylor.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Yates.  Sure. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Would  there — there  is  a  difference  that  I  see  be- 
tween the  Forest  Service  and  the  administration.  The  President 
and  the  Under  Secretary  oppose  my  amendment,  and  I  understand 
that.  The  Forest  Service,  a  professional  organization,  I  do  not  see 
as  a  political  arm  of  the  administration.  It  is  a  technical  function- 
ing part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Yates.  Shall  I — I  thought  I  had  just  asked  the  Chief  whether 
he — I  will  ask  the  Chief  then:  do  you — ^whether  he  concurs  with  the 
President,  and  I  had  the  impression  that  he  did.  Now  would  you 
want  me  to  ask  him,  "Do  you  strongly  oppose  the  Taylor  amend- 
ment?" I'll  be  glad  to  ask  him  that  question  so  directly. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  don't  care  to  put  the  Chief  in  the  position  of 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

Mr.  Taylor  [continuing].  A  presidential  appointment — ^but  would 
you  say  that  every  administration,  then,  Mr.  Yates,  that  changes 
each  time,  that  the  Forest  Service  should  change  its  technical  re- 
sponses to  comply  with  the  White  House? 

Mr.  Yates.  If  the  White  House  has  a  certain  program,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, the  plan  for  the  Northwest,  I  would  take  it  that  the  Forest 
Service,  even  though  it  didn't  believe  in  that  plan,  would  follow  it, 
would  make  its  views  known  to  the  President,  and  if  the  President 
still  insisted  on  this  forest  plan,  the  Forest  Service  would  go  gihead 
with  the  President's  plan. 

Mr.  Taylor.  It  would,  but  would  it  necessarily  go  on  the  stump 
and  say  we  support  or  oppose  this?  What  it  would  do  is  carry  out 
whatever  is  commanded  to  it  by  the  administration  and/or  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  Yates.  Did  you  want  to  say  something? 

Mr.  Regula.  I  was  going  to  let  the  Chief  say — what  do  you  envi- 
sion the  role  here  being? 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  I  don't  know  about  that,  but  I  want  to  tell  you 
where  we  are. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  what  we  want  to  find  out. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  first  off,  we're  not  talking  about  support.  We 
may  get  to  that.  I  don't  think  this  is  about  the  Taylor  amendment 
today.  But  what  we  were  asked  for,  which  every  Congressman  can 
ask  for,  was  drafting  service.  We  provided  that  drafting  service. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  would  you  add  on  that  technical  information? 

Mr.  Thomas.  And  there  were  requests  for  technical  information, 
which  we  provide  to  any  Congressman  in  the  United  States  that 
asks  for  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  am  not  saying  that  you  shouldn't  provide  that  kind 
of  information  to  any  Member  of  Congress  because  that's  one  of 
your  functions. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  insofar  as  the  cuts  are  concerned  and  the  recov- 
ery for  the  Nation's  forests  are  concerned,  the  so-called  harvesting 
of  either  salvage  trees  or  nonsalvage  trees,  the  administration  can 
set  policy  that  you  have  to  follow,  can  it  not? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  And  with  respect  to  the  Taylor  amendment, 
which  estabhshes  certain  hmits  for  you  of  cutting  for  nonsalvage 
trees — and,  as  I  read  the  amendment,  and  I'd  Hke  your  opinion  on 
that,  for  nonsalvage  trees  as  well  it  may  be  insect-infested  and  may 
be  a  part  of  a  certain  clearing,  that  the  administration  has  indi- 
cated it  strongly  opposes  the  limits  that  are  established,  among 
other  things,  for  the  Taylor  amendment. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  you  are  a  technician.  Mr.  Taylor  says  the  Forest 
Service  are  technicians.  I  would  agree  with  that.  What  will  happen 
as  a  result  of  the  minimums  established  by  the  Taylor  amendment, 
3  billion  board  feet  per  year  in  salvage  and  other  sales — by  "other 
sales,"  I  mean  related  to  the  salvage  sales,  in  accordance  with  the 
definition  in  the  Taylor  amendment,  what  will  happen  to  the 
other — what  will  happen  to  the  role  of  the  Forest  Service,  the  cut- 
ting of  timber,  the  sale  of  timber,  is  not  the  only  function  that  is 
mandated  to  the  Forest  Service  by  act  of  Congress,  is  it? 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  Now  will  the  capture  of  3  billion  board  feet  per 
year  in  salvage  sales  and  other  sales  related  to  that  interfere  with 
your  other  functions  mandated  by  Congress? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  are  analyzing  that  very  carefully  as  we  speak. 
There  are  always  consequences  of  timber  harvest,  both  pro  and  con. 
There  are  sale  of  product  situations  in  one  case;  on  the  other  hand, 
we  have  fuel  reduction  in  another.  This  is  a  very,  very  complex 
issue  that  would  require  a  number  of  hours  and  we  would  need  to 
get  very  site-specific,  but  we're  running  effect  statements  and  anal- 
yses of  what  that  would  cause  as  fast  as  we  can. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  you  be  printing  this  paper  that  gives  the  re- 
sults of  this  analysis  you're  talking  about? 

Mr.  Yates.  When  does  he  expect  to  finish  it? 

Mr.  Regula.  And  if  so,  would  it  be  available  to  include  in  the 
record? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  know  how  far  we're  along  here,  but 

Mr.  Yates.  When  do  you  expect  to  finish  that.  Chief? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Let  me  say  that  this  gets  to  be  a  very  challenging 
process.  To  study  the  concept  of  increasing  the  salvage,  we  go  back 
to  our  field  units  and  ask  them,  based  on  these  parameters,  what 
is  your  capability,  both  from  the  availability  of  salvageable  timber 
and  our  capability  within  our  management  program,  to  increase 
that  harvest,  looking  at  the  language  that  the  Congress  is  develop- 
ing. When  we  get  through  with  that,  we  will  have  our  estimates 
laid  out,  and  then  we're  going  to  pull  our  regional  foresters  to- 
gether, sit  down,  and  say,  "Now  how  can  we  move  this  forward?  As- 
suming this  becomes  law,  how  do  we  provide  our  capability  there, 
and  are  there  guidelines  that  we  have  to  establish  to  assure  that 
we're  protecting  water  or  something  that  wasn't  spoken  to  in 
there?"  As  we  go  through  that,  we  will  have  various  things,  and 
from  our  standpoint  we  will  share  them,  naturally,  with  the  De- 
partment, and  it  will  be  up  to  the  Department  how  they  want  to 
provide  that  information  to  the  record. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  Chief,  let  me  ask  you,  isn't  that  something  you 
should  have  prepared  before  the  House  at  least  accepted  the  Taylor 
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amendment?  What  you're  sa5dng  is  the  House  accepted  the  Taylor 
amendment  without  knowing  what  the  consequences  of  it  would  be, 
because  you  are  now  analyzing  what  the  consequences  will  be;  is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Congressmsin,  I  prefer  to  let  the  House  run  the 
House. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  it,  but  that's  my 
opinion.  The  fact  is  that  you  don't  know  at  this  time  what  the  con- 
sequences of  complying  with  the  Taylor  amendment  will  be,  do 
you? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir,  not  fairly.  We're  working  on  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  You're  working  on  it,  okay,  and  that's  what  Mr.  Reg- 
ula  asked  you  to  supply  to  the  committee.  All  right. 

Now  ordinarily  you  don't  like  to  go  into  an  expedition  like  the 
Taylor  amendment  provides  without  knowing  what  the  con- 
sequences will  be,  do  you? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right.  Now  I  don't  know  how  much  time  I  have 
left.  If  you'd  yield 

Mr.  Regula.  I'll  jdeld  a  couple  minutes,  yes,  because  we've  been 
using  some  of  yours. 

TAYLOR  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  let  me — are  you  aware  of  the  attitude  that  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
have  taken  with  respect  to  the  Taylor  amendment? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Can  I  get  you  to  comment  on  what  their  comments 
have  been?  This  is  what  they  said  in  a  release:  "Specific  com- 
ments"— well,  here:  "This  amendment  seeks  to  expedite  the  timber 
harvest  by  minimizing  the  regulatory  and  legal  im-pediments  that 
might  be  involved."  You  agree  with  that,  don't  you? 

Mr.  Thomas.  It  certainly 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  Reduces  their  impact. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  right. 

All  right.  "This  is" — they  say,  "This  is  an  obvious  attempt  to  open 
up  areas  for  timber  harvest  without  regard  to  environmental  safe- 
guards. It  would  not  be  necessary  to  set  minimum  harvest  levels 
if  the  intent  were  simply  to  remove  trees  in  need  of  salvage."  Is 
that  correct?  Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Read  it  again,  please? 

Mr.  Yates.  I  will.  'This  is  an  obvious  attempt  to  open  up  areas 
for  timber  harvest  without  regard  to  environmental  safeguards.  It 
would  not  be  necessary  to  set  minimum  harvest  levels  if  the  intent 
were  to  simply  remove  trees  in  need  of  salvage." 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  know.  I'd  have  to  think  about  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right,  I  will  give  you  a  copy  of  this  later  and  let 
your  comments  be  made  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Taylor  Amendment 

The  intent,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to  expedite  the  salvage  of  dead  and  dying  timber 
of  National  Forest  System,  and  BLM  lands.  The  amendment  is  predicated  on  the 
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belief  that  additional  values  can  be  harvested  without  serious  impacts  on  other  re- 
source values.  The  amendment  is  further  predicated  on  the  belief  that  various  proce- 
dural requirements  and  litigation  are  preventing  desirable  salvage  from  occurring. 
The  Administration  has  indicated  its  opposition  to  the  amendment  as  unduly 
broad  in  definition  and  in  overriding  otherwise  applicable  environmental  and  land 
management  statutes.  The  Administration  is  concerned  with  the  progress  on  salvage 
sales  and  has  recently  announced  a  plan  to  expedite  consultation  procedures  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  Administration  remains  ready  to  work  with  Con- 
gress to  find  productive  solutions  to  this  pressing  problem. 

DEFINING  SALVAGE  TIMBER  SALES 

Mr.  Yates.  No.  2,  "The  definition  of  salvage  timber  sale  in  the 
amendment  is  too  broad  and  is,  more  or  less,  a  license  for  unregu- 
lated timber  harvest.  It  includes  insect-infested  trees.  Insects  are 
a  natural  and  valuable  component  of  a  forest  ecosystem.  It  also  in- 
cludes trees  imminently  susceptible  to  fire  or  insect  attack,  as  well 
as  associated  trees." 

Mr.  Taylor.  Would  the  gentleman 

Mr.  Yates.  I  just  want  to  finish  the  question  and  then  I'll  yield. 

Mr.  Taylor.  We  took  the  definition  from  the  Forest  Service 
present  definition  of  "salvage,"  and  so  if  they — if  the  Bureau  dis- 
agrees with  it,  then  they  disagree  with  the  President. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  didn't  understand  that  to  be  true,  but 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  our  definition,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  "This  definition  will  allow  broad  expanses  of 
trees  to  be  included  as  associated" — now  is  that  in  your  definition 
now?  Do  you  have  associated  trees  in  your  definition? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  that's  in  NFMA. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  do  you  agree  that  insects  are  a  natural  and  val- 
uable component  of  a  forest  ecosystem? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  it  depends  on  what  level  that  they  may 
reach.  When  they  reach  outbreak  levels  and  it  lasts  for  six  or  seven 
years,  that's  when  you  have  to  evaluate  forest  health.  I'm  sure  that 
if  there  was  no  need  to  provide  goods  and  services  from  the  forests, 
we  would  not  be  particularly  concerned  about  that,  but  if  health 
implies  providing  goods  and  services  at  some  level,  then  that  would 
not  meet  the  definition  of  that  level  of  forest  health. 

COMPLIANCE  with  ENVIRONMENTAL  LAWS 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right,  let  me  go  to  the  next  point.  "The  section 
defining  requirements  for  environmental  compliance  would  not 
guarantee  sufficient  protection.  It  would  allow  any  EPA  or  ESA 
document,  no  matter  what  its  age": — no  matter  what  its  age — "to  be 
substituted  for  a  current  biological  assessment."  Do  you  agree  with 
that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  prefer  to  go  through  with  our  full  assess- 
ment before  I  comment. 

Mr.  Yates.  "At  a  minimum,  environmental  documentation  should 
describe  current  conditions  and  the  probable  effect  from  timber 
sales." 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  You  would  agree  with  that. 
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The — ^well,  **The  amendment  as  drafted  would  override  all  judi- 
cial decisions  implemented  to  protect  threatened  or  endangered 
species.  This  attempts,  in  one  sweeping  gesture,  to  resolve  com- 
plicated disparities  between  local  economic  interest  and  habitat 
needs  for  protected  species  such  as  spotted  owls  and  red  cockaded 
woodpeckers" — do  you  want  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No. 

SALMON  IN  THE  NORTHWEST 

Mr.  Yates.  One  question,  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this:  what 
would  be  the  effect  of  the  Taylor  amendment  upon  efforts  now 
being  made  to  resuscitate  the  quantities  of  salmon  in  the  North- 
west? 

Mr.  Thomas.  First,  we  have  to  know  what's  available.  We're 
working  on  that  at  a  gross  level.  Then  we  have  to  deal  with  a  more 
local  level  of  how  far  we  could  go  and  meet  the  standards  and 
guidelines.  Now  the  part  (b)  of  it  is,  just  as  a  statement  of  fact,  as 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  we're  not  going  to  exceed  our  standards 
and  guidelines,  and  I  don't  believe  anybody  would  want  us  to  take 
an  unreasonable  risk,  with  salmon  or  with  the  soil  or  with  all  of 
those  things 

Mr.  Yates.  You're  talking  about  the  siltage,  possible  siltage  of 
the  rivers  and  the 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  that's  part  of  it,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  part  of  it.  And  what  other  possibilities  are 
there  that  might  jeopardize  the  life  of  the  salmon? 

Mr.  Thomas.  It  would  depend  on  how  we  extracted  timber.  For 
example  we  would  probably  consider  such  methods  as  helicopter 
logging  or  some  other  way  to  prevent  the  construction  of  roads, 
where  the  primary  siltage  problems  come  from. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  that  a  more  expensive  process  than  the  other? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  it  is. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  The  gentleman  from  the  Northwest,  Mr. 
Nethercutt. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  we  had  more  time.  I'd 
love  to  talk  more  about  the  salvage  amendment  and 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  we'll  go  around  again.  So  we'll  have  all  the 
time  we  need. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Great. 

Gentlemen,  welcome  to  you. 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT  FUNDING 

I  want  to  focus  on  the  budget  increase,  the  request  that  the 
President  has  made  for  rangeland  funds  of  about  $25  million  in- 
crease. How  do  you  plan  to  spend  or  expend  that  money? 

Mr.  Thomas.  My  first  objective  with  that  money — and  we'll  use 
as  much  of  it  as  we  need  to — is  to  come  online  as  quickly  as  we 
possibly  can  with  a  renewal  of  existing  grazing  permits  that  are  ex- 
piring. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  how  many  are  there  now? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Gray,  do  you  know  that? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Roughly,  am  I  right  in  saying  4,000  to  5,000? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 
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GRAZING  PERMIT  RENEWALS 


Mr.  Nethercutt.  That  affects  my  part  of  the  country,  the  part 
of  the  country  that  I  represent,  very  deeply.  At  a  time  when  we're, 
I  guess,  downsizing  the  Forest  Service,  but  permit  applications 
seem  to  be  increasing,  a  tremendous  volume,  it  seems  to  me  that 
it's  going  to  be  very  difficult  for  you  all  to  do  your  work,  with  all 
respect.  Do  you  believe,  and  is  it  your  statement  today,  that  Na- 
tional Environment  Policy  Act  requirements  exist  for  reissuance, 
renewal  of  existing  permits? 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  the  best  advice  from  our  attorneys,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  on  what  do  they  base  that  advice?  And  on 
what  basis  do  you 

Mr.  Thomas.  As  I — I  don't  think  I've  got — have  I  got  a  lawyer? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Can  you  point.  Chief,  to  any  cases — any 
cases 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  Nationally 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  That  require  the  Forest  Service  to 
comply  with  NEPA? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  can  provide  them  our  legal  background. 

Mr.  Thomas.  We'll  give  you  our  legal  background  of  documents, 
but  we  have  cases  in  northern  California.  We  also  have  cases  that 
are  not  direct  grazing  cases,  but  are  based  on  the  premise  that  we 
followed  that  we  did  not  have  to  do  NEPA  for  reissuance  of  per- 
mits, as  a  general  question.  We  lost  that  case  in  court;  they  said 
that  we  do. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Did  you  lose  it  or  did  you  settle  it? 

Mr.  Thomas.  The  record — we  lost.  I  don't  know  that  it  was  even 
us.  I  think  it  may  have  even  been  some  other  agency 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  BLM. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  The  point  being  it  was  a  matter  of  the 
generalized  question  of  whether  reissuance  of  permits  required 
NEPA.  Now  there  is  a  slight  possibility,  according  to  our  lawyers, 
that  our  interpretation  may  be  incorrect.  Congressman,  I'm  not 
willing  to  run  that  risk  because,  if  I'm  wrong  and  we  don't  pursue 
this  vigorously  for  people  who  suffer  or  the  people  who  get  knocked 
off  their  allotments 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  aren't  they  going  to  get  knocked  off  any- 
way just  simply  by  delay?  I  mean,  we're  looking  at — I  think  you're 
looking  at  a  target  date  of  approving  these  permits  by  what,  next 
summer,  a  year  from  this  summer? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  have  a  target  date  of  getting  through  the  first 
4,000  by  the  end  of  this  field  season,  and  we  have  a  process.  All 
permits  aren't  going  to  go  through  the  same  process.  Those  where 
we've  got  real  good  range  information,  our  administration  records 
are  sound,  and  the  allotments  are  in  good  shape  won't  take  very 
long  to  reissue  that  permit.  Of  those,  there's  about  2,000  of  those. 
When  we  start  going  through  the  key  and  identifying  where  the 
troubles  are,  we've  got  about  500  permits  that  are  going  to  be  a 
real  challenge. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Are  any  of  those  permits  in  the  Northwest 
part  of  the  country,  out  our  way,  or  do  you  know  right  offhand? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  I'd  have  to  look  on  the  record.  I  don't  remember. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  guess  what  I  want  to  do  in  stating  for  the 
record  clearly  that  there's  a  great  concern  out  our  way — I  mean, 
you've  got  small  grazing  permittees  who  are  very  concerned  about 
being  able  to  even  continue  grazing  at  all,  given  the  history  that 
they're  fearing  and  the  return  to  long,  drawn-out  assessments  and 
challenges,  and  so  on.  And  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  deviation  from 
past  policy  long  term  for  now  these  additional  environmental  as- 
sessments to  be  done  that  appear  to  be  expensive  and  time-con- 
suming, and  so  on.  I  guess  I  want  to  emphasize  to  you  that  this 
is  very  critical  to  people  out  our  way,  and  I  would  hope  that  you 
all  would  be  true  to  your  word  in  saying  that  you're  going  to  renew 
these  permits,  do  the  work  that's  necessary,  and  get  them  done. 

Mr.  Thomas.  One  thing  we  should  make  very  clear:  we  have  let 
our  investment  in  our  range  program  deteriorate  over  a  very  long 
period  of  time.  It  was  not  something  that  Congress  was  particularly 
interested  in  funding.  Now  we  come  on  a  crisis,  which  happens 
when  we  do  things  like  this.  We  redirected  under  my  authority  $14 
million  this  year  into  the  range  program  to  try  to  get  a  start  on 
this.  Our  people  have  worked  diligently  to  try  to  develop  a  process 
where  we  can  get  through  it.  We've  increased  our  expenditures  in 
the  range  program  next  year  in  the  budget  by  $25  million.  It  adds 
up  to  real  money  after  a  while. 

We  have  directed  that  the  people  that  are  preparing  those  graz- 
ing permits  are  on  the  bottom  of  the  queue  to  be  called  for  fire,  as 
are  the  people  that  are  preparing  timber  sales. 

Within  our  authority  and  within  our  ability,  we're  doing  every- 
thing that  we  can  to  complete  the  work,  but  the  one  thing  I'd  like 
to  make  clear  to  Congress  and  to  our  citizens  out  there  is  we  had 
to  change  direction  because  of  some  court  cases.  We  may  be  wrong 
in  that,  but  if  we  are,  if  we're  not  wrong — and  the  odds  are  way 
out  there  that  we're  right — the  people  that  would  suffer  would  be 
our  permittees,  and  I  don't  intend  to  allow  that  to  happen. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  guess  it's  a  question  of  when  do  they  suffer. 
Is  there  a  presumption  of  suffering  or  is  there  not  a  presumption 
of  suffering?  It  sounds  to  me  like  you're  presuming  that  these  envi- 
ronmental assessments  need  to  be  done  when  they've  never  been 
done  before,  and  it  does  affect — I've  seen  some  court  cases  that  af- 
fect BLM  land,  but  not  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  but  they  transfer  and  it  doesn't  have  to  be 
specific,  the  point  being  is  I  would  be  delighted  if  this  committee 
were  to  direct  me  not  to  do  environmental  impact  statements  on 
grazing.  I  don't  think  you  should  do  that.  I  think  the  consequences 
are  apt  to  be  very  severe  to  our  permittees.  We're  not  doing  this 
because  we  love  to  do  NEPA 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  I  promise  you. 

sale  of  forest  service  lands 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes.  May  I  ask  one  more  question?  At  a  time, 
as  I  read  your  statements  today,  at  a  time  when  you're  reducing 
the  number  of  employees  in  the  Forest  Service — I  assume  also  that 
the  amount  of  land  under  your  control  has  never  been  greater;  that 
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your  acreage  is  increasing  or  has  increased — would  it  be  at  all  ad- 
visable to  consider  sale  of  Forest  Service  lands  to  private  parties? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Not  in  my  opinion,  no,  sir. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Is  there  a  reason  why  not? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  I  can  give  you  the  Forest  Service  reason 
and  I  can  give  you  my  personal  reason,  if  you'd  like. 

The  first  is  that  the  Forest  Service — that  mission  given  to  us  by 
the  American  people  changes  with  the  law.  Some  things  that  some 
people  on  this  committee  don't  like  did  not  occur  as  popping  into 
somebody's  mind  like  a  bright  light  bulb;  it  was  a  long  process  of 
evolution  that  occurs  in  a  democracy,  but  it  was  set  there  to  say 
these  are  the  people's  lands  to  be  managed  as  directed  by  the  peo- 
ple in  a  multiple-use  fashion  to  carry  those  things  out.  I  think  it 
has  worked  well  in  the  past.  I  think  it  will  work  well  in  the  future. 
I  would  be  delighted  if  we  could  get  a  better  consensus  from  the 
American  people  to  their  Congress  as  to  what  our  Nation  does,  but 
that  would  be  historical  and  I  think  it  continues  into  the  future. 

In  my  personal  view,  having  been  born  and  raised  a  Texan  and 
having  spent  all  my  life  hunting  and  fishing,  sneaking  around  to 
do  it  or  begging  because  I  couldn't  afford  to  buy,  I  never  set  foot 
on  public  land  on  a  national  forest  until  I  went  to  work  for  the  For- 
est Service.  I  thought  I  had  died  and  gone  to  heaven.  That's  the 
most  incredible  heritage  that  any  people  in  the  world  have.  Speak- 
ing for  myself  and  my  children  and  my  grandchildren,  I  don't  want 
to  see  that  diminished. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  The  great  concern  that  I  have,  and  a  lot  of  oth- 
ers have  out  in  the  Northwest  at  least,  though,  is  that  it  may — 
there  may  come  a  point  where  hunting  and  fishing  on  Federal 
lands  are  going  to  require  an  EA  or  an  EIS,  and  that's  what  con- 
cerns us  about  grazing,  and  that  the  restrictions  and  the  movement 
toward  environmental  requirements  on  grazing  and  a  lot  of  other 
things.  So  I  say  it  advisedly;  there's  great  concern  in  the  real  world 
about 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  The  direction  that  the  agency  is 
either  being  forced  to  take  or  is  voluntarily  taking  as  a  matter  of 
policy. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  if  I  were  to  receive  direction  from  this  com- 
mittee, through  Congress,  not  to  do  NEPA  on  grazing  actually,  I 
would  be  delighted  with  that  direction.  I  think  it  would  be  a  mis- 
take because  I  think  we  need  to — and  we're  not  doing  it  for  fun. 
We  are  diligently,  have  diligently  resisted,  and  continue  to  resist, 
the  idea  that  the  Federal  Government  manages  wildlife  on  Federal 
lands.  That  is  the  prerogative  of  the  State.  We've  done  that  since 
our  beginning.  I  believe  in  it.  We've  been  adamant  about  it.  Only 
when  we  have  endangered  species  or  threatened  species  or  a  spe- 
cies that  are  migratory  or  predators  do  we  deal  with  those  species. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you. 

threats  to  forest  service  personnel 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  [presiding].  Chief  Thomas,  as  you  know,  I'm 
sure,  the  Department  of  Justice  has  filed  suit  against  Nye  County 
in  my  State  of  Nevada,  and,  according  to  press  reports,  the  suit  is 
based  in  part  on  incidents  of  threats  against  the  Forest  Service  and 
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other  Federal  land  use  agency  personnel.  Now  I  read  that  the  Inte- 
rior Department  and  the  Forest  Service  are  issuing  pamphlets  to 
Federal  workers,  and  no  one  doubts  that  there  are  many  areas  of 
disagreement  between  local  communities  and  Federal  personnel, 
but  I'm  very  concerned  about  the  reported  threats  which  are  a  Fed- 
eral offense. 

I'd  like  to  ask  you,  if  you  can  tell  me,  how  many  threats  to  Forest 
Service  personnel  have  been  reported  in  the  last  two  years,  and  if 
you  don't  have  that  information,  could  you  briefly  describe  each  of 
these  incidents? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  can  do  some.  Ma'am.  I  don't  know  if  it's  the  last 
two  years,  but  I  think  that  would  probably  be  appropriate. 

We  made  a  run  at  this.  Some  of  our  personnel  have  not  received 
information  from  across  the  board,  but  in  Region  1  we  have  a  dis- 
trict ranger  on  the  Clearwater  National  Forest  threatened  with  ar- 
rest by  local  officials.  That  arrest  was  not  executed 

Mrs.  VuCANOVlCH.  Region  1?  I'm  sorry,  but 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  out  of  Missoula.  It's  Montana. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Montana,  okay. 

Mr.  Thomas.  It  could  have  been  northern  Idaho,  Clearwater  Na- 
tional Forest. 

Mrs.  VucANOViCH.  Okay. 

Mr.  Unger.  That's  in  northern  Idaho. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Okay. 

Mr.  Thomas.  In  Jackson  County,  Colorado,  the  County  Commis- 
sion discussed  having  an  arrest  warrant  issued  for  the  North  Park 
district  ranger  on  the  Route  National  Forest.  The  county  sheriff  did 
not  execute  such  a  warrant  or  issue. 

Some  isolated  incidents  of  vandalism  have  occurred  in  Region  3. 
Intelligence  reports  that  arrests  were  planned  in  one  county,  but 
we've  not  had  such  an  incident.  In  Region  4  we've  had  incidents  of 
confrontation,  including  obscene  gestures,  disobedience  of  regula- 
tions, nuisance  phone  calls,  et  cetera. 

The  following  changes — and  the  statistics:  we've  had  20  employ- 
ees that  have  signed  affidavits  citing  instances  of  intimidation,  har- 
assment, threat,  acts  of  regulatory  noncompliance,  and  acts  where 
local  government  authorities  have  willfully  violated  the  law  by  per- 
forming or  authorizing  acts  to  take  place  on  Federal  land.  Three 
employees  met  with  armed  resistance  in  the  performance  of  their 
duty.  One  was  from  Nye  County.  On  July  4 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Tell  me 

Mr.  Yates.  Which  county?  Where? 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Nye  County- 


Mr.  Thomas.  Nye  County,  Nevada. 

Mrs.  Vucanovich  [continuing].  Which  is  in  my  State. 

Mr.  Thomas.  July  4,  1994 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Can  you  tell  me  more  specifics  on  that?  From 
what  I  understand  from  the  people  who  were  involved,  they  were 
not  armed  threats.  I  just  would  like  to  have  that  backed  up  with 
some 

Mr.  Thomas.  My  people  say  they  were,  and  that  Nye  County 
Commissioner  Dick  Garver  and 
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Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  He's  a  very  controversial  figure,  but  it's  my 
understanding  that  he  has  not  used  armed  threats  against  anyone, 
but 

Mr.  Thomas.  Our  law  enforcement  report  says  there  were  a  half 
a  dozen  people  in  the  crowd  of  100-plus  that  had  weapons  visibly 
displayed. 

Mrs.  VuCANOViCH.  They  were  carrying  weapons  and  threatening 
people? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  they  just  had  weapons  on,  but,  on  the  other 
hand 

Mrs.  VuCANOViCH.  Well,  in  Nevada  people  have  weapons  all  the 
time  in  their  pickups  and 

Mr.  Thomas.  Ma'am,  when  you're  facing  100  people  that  are 
pretty  mad,  it's  a  very  sticky  situation.  You're  essentially  standing 
there  by  yourself,  and  if  you're  not  threatened  by  somebody  having 
on  a  weapon,  you  don't  have  a  very  good  brain. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  was  the  occasion  for  the  threat? 

Mr.  Thomas.  There  was  an  argument  about  whether  a  road  was 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Government  or  of  the  county. 
The  county  claimed  that  it  was  their  road,  and  instead  of  settling 
it  in  court,  there  was  a  confrontation.  A  man  mounted  a  bulldozer 
and  opened  the  road  with  100  people  there. 

Mr.  Yates.  On  Federal  property? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

We've  had  employees  who  have  been  arrested  by  the  local  sheriff, 
employees  who  have  been  detained  by  armed  citizenry.  I'm  sorry, 
no  employees  arrested  by  local  sheriffs,  no  employees  detained  by 
armed  citizenry,  no  employees  detained  by  unarmed  citizenry.  Ten 
employees  received  threatening  or  warning  calls  or  have  been 
threatened  or  verbally  assaulted  while  performing  their  job.  Ten 
employees  have  been  shunned  in  the  local  community.  These  are 
people  that  have  signed  affidavits.  I  assume  it's  more  than 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  This  is  Nye  County? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  Ma'am,  that's  in  general.  I  think  these  are  all 
in  the  West. 

Six  instances  where  local  government  authorized  activities  or 
performed  activities  on  national  forest  land  without  appropriate 
permits  or  warned;  nine  incidents  where  management  or  patrol 
were  or  were  not  being  taken  based  on  the  concern  for  employee 
safety.  Nineteen  individuals  who  provided  affidavits  are  extremely 
concerned  about  potential  for  violence;  three  employees  who  suf- 
fered vandalism  to  their  personal  property. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Well,  you  know,  it's  not  uncommon  where 
there's  ill  feeling  between  parties  that  a  lot — certainly,  a  lot  can  be 
done  on  a  personal  level  to  dispel  disagreements,  and  I'm  not  sug- 
gesting that  the  so-called  new  sage  brush  rebellion  is  only  a  result 
of  misunderstanding,  although  I  have  personally  seen  some  very 
positive  results  when  Federal  officials  exhibited  a  certain  amount 
of  sensitivity  to  the  concerns  of  the  local  communities.  And  I  can 
remember  talking  with  Gray  Reynolds  about  the — I've  forgotten 
what  the  bird  was,  but 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Three  years  ago,  the  goshawk. 
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RELATIONSHIPS  WITH  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Yes.  But,  you  know,  I'm  thinking,  in  particu- 
lar, not  only  that,  but  of  the  new  relationship  that's  been  forged  be- 
tween traditional  antagonists  as  a  result  of  the  Truckee  River  ne- 
gotiations in  my  State,  and  I  think  at  least  some,  and  perhaps 
much,  of  what  the  sage  brush  rebellions  feel  is  a  total  lack  of  sym- 
pathy or  even  respect  from  Federal  officials  for  their  side  of  the 
story.  And  I  realize  this  is  a  nebulous  topic,  but  it  isn't  easily  quan- 
tified. But  I  also  see  a  responsibility  of  Federal  officials  to  go  the 
extra  mile  where  they  can,  within  the  confines  of  the  law,  to  at 
least  attempt  to  build  some  trust  with  local  communities.  And  I, 
frankly,  don't  see  this  happening  for  the  most  part,  and  I  think  it's 
contributed  to  ill  feelings.  I  don't  know  if  this  is  something  that  the 
Service  has  considered. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Ma'am,  we  have  considered  it.  We  are  giving  train- 
ing. We've  said  we're  going  to  be  good  neighbors;  we  want  to  work 
these  things  out.  The  Federal  challenge  there  is  based  on  the  fact 
that,  if  we're  going  to  make  these  claims  and  act  on  them,  let's  get 
them  into  court,  so  we  don't  have  a  confrontation 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Well,  and  that's  what's  happened. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Our  employees  are  working  on  it  as  much  as  they 
can.  But  the  cards  you  asked  about  that  the^re  carrying,  we  did 
issue  them  because  arrest  is  a  possible  thing.  We  don't  want  that 
to  blow  up.  So  they've  been  instructed,  if  they  are  arrested,  they 
will  make  it  clear  verbally  what  they're  doing,  and  go  within  their 
rights  and  to  submit  to  that  arrest,  and  the  card  they  carry  says: 

Because  you're  a  Forest  Service  employee,  we're  going  to  do  ev- 
erything we  can  to  insure  your  safety  and  protect  your  rights.  Ev- 
erjrthing  will  be  done  to  have  you  released  as  quickly  as  possible. 
The  following  is  the  law.  Know  it's  there  to  protect  you.  Get  in 
touch.  Do  not  resist.  Merely  state  your  purpose  and  go  on,  and  we'll 
come  get  you. 

And — ^because  we're  doing  everything  we  can  to  diffuse  some- 
thing that  could  turn  into  a  violent  confrontation.  This  is  not  the 
way  to  settle  anything. 

WATER  RIGHTS 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  No,  it  isn't,  but,  you  know,  I,  particularly  in 
my  district,  have  heard  from  ranchers  that  whenever  they  talk  to 
the  Forest  Service  about  to  request  alterations  on  their  allotment, 
for  instance,  adding  improvements,  the  Service's  conditioning  ap- 
proval of  such  request  on  condition  that  the  ranchers  cede  some  of 
their  water  rights  to  the  Service.  Do  you  know  if  these  reports  are 
accurate? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  Ma'am,  I  don't,  but  even  thin  pancakes  have  a 
couple  of  sides.  I'd  need  to  talk  to  my  people  about  that,  too. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Well,  you  know,  if  they  are  accurate,  I'd  like 
to  know  what  the  reasoning  behind  the  Service's  request  for  water 
rights — as  you  well  know,  Conrad  Bums  says  that  drinking  water 
is  for  drinking  and  water  rights  are  for  fighting.  It's  an  issue  that 
is  never  going  to  be  solved  in  the  West  with  very  happy  arrange- 
ments. 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  Water  rights  have  been  very  important  to  every- 
body in  the  West,  and  it  continues  to  be  a  concern.  Forest  Service 
policy  has  been,  historically,  including  in  Nevada,  that  where  live- 
stock need  water — and  livestock  need  water — that  the  claim  on  na- 
tional forest  land  will  be  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.  This 
was  not  the  same  policy  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  had 
on  BLM  land.  That  was  changed  a  few  years  ago,  and  therein  gets 
into  the  argument.  Now  on  some  of  those  individual  claims  there 
are  rights-of-ways  for  the  ditches  to  carry  the  water.  There  have 
been  abuses  on  who  has  the  authority  to  go  in  and  cut  trees  and 
open  that  up  without  Forest  Service  approval.  From  our  agency's 
standpoint,  we  believe  the  water  should  stay  with  the  land,  and  we 
follow  State  law  in  making  our  claims  for  water. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Yes,  and  I  have  to  correct  myself.  As  I  said 
about  Senator  Bums,  he  says,  "Whiskey  is  for  drinking  and  water 
is  for  fighting,"  which  I  can't  get  it  straight.  [Laughter.] 

I  think  these  disagreements  are  very  difficult,  and  I  won't  absorb 
any  more  of  the  time,  but  I'd  like  to  ask  you  about  some  of  the 
AUMs  on  Forest  Service  lands  in  Nevada  that  were  in  existence  10 
years  ago,  and  I'd  like  to  have  a  breakdown,  if  you  can  give  it  to 
me.  I  don't  need  it  now,  but 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We'll  provide  that. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  [continuing].  By  year,  the  number  of  AUMs  on 
Forest  Service  lands  in  Nevada  in  the  past  10  years  and,  also,  the 
list  of  grazing  permittees  on  Forest  Service  lands  in  Nevada,  bro- 
ken down  by  the  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Grazing  Management  in  Nevada 

Following  are  the  permitted  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  and  the 
number  of  paid  grazing  permits  reported  on  NFS  lands  in  the  State 
of  Nevada  for  the  past  10  years. 


Year 


Permitted  AUMS 


Paid  permits 


1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 


380,645 

171 

380,649 

169 

382,419 

171 

375,205 

170 

392,318 

178 

373,213 

168 

390,788 

175 

346,694 

186 

287,811 

154 

316,435 

160 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  I  am  finished  with  my  time  and  yield  to  Mr. 
Skaggs.  I  see  the  chairman  has  returned.  So  thank  you. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairman. 

Good  morning.  Chief.  I  apologize  for  not  having  been  here  for 
your  opening  statement  and  some  of  the  earlier  questions.  So  if  I'm 
covering  territory  we've  covered  before,  please  tip  me  off. 

Mr.  Thomas.  All  right. 

TIMBER  HARVESTS 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  just  want  to  get  a  sense  of  context,  first  of  all,  of 
overall  timber  harvests  in  this  country,  both  on  public  and  private 
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lands.  What — how  much  timber  are  we  going  to  be  cutting  this 
year  under  current  plans,  not  including  Mr.  Taylor's  proposal? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We've  been  through  it,  but  we'll  do  it  again  for  you. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes.  The  expectation  on  national  forest  lands. 
Fiscal  Year  1995,  is  about  4,075,000,000,  and  our  program  harvest 
in  the  1996  President's  budget  is  at  3,664,000,000. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  That's  Forest  Service? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That's  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Now  what  about  private  land  harvest? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I'd  rather  provide  that  information,  since  I  don't 
have  it  in  front  of  me. 

[The  information  follows:! 

TIMBER  VOLUMES  FROM  PUBLIC  AND  PRIVATE  LANDS 

[Fiscal  year  1995  and  fiscal  year  1996  projections] 

Million  cubic  feet  [MMCF] 


1995  1996 


2,039 

2,003 

4.271 
1.156 

4,239 
1,145 

5.427 

5,384 

4,848 
5,815 

4,926 
5,952 

10,663 

10,878 

16,090 

16,262 

Public  Lands: 

National  Forests  (NFS  lands)  920  870 

Other  Federal  lands 727  736 

Non-Federal  public  (State,  etc.)  392  397 

Subtotal,  public  lands 

Private  Lands: 

Forest  industry: 

Softwood  

Hardwood  

Subtotal  Forest  industry  

Other  private  lands; 

Softwood  

Hardwood 

Subtotal,  other  private  lands  

Subtotal,  private  lands 

Total,  public  and  private  lands 18.129  18.265 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  talked  about  that 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Can  you  give  me  an  order  of  magnitude?  Is  it 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes.  Currently,  about  10  to  12  percent  of  the  har- 
vest levels  coming  off  national  forest  lands — that's  today — 10  to  12 
percent.  Historically,  we  had  about  25  to  30  percent  of  the  harvest 
level  came  off  national  forest  land.  There  has  been  a  reduction  from 
our  high  in  about  1990  to  our  current  levels. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Then  it's  fair  to  say  somewhere  between  eight  and 
nine  times  as  much  timber  will  be  cut  on  private  lands  under  the 
current  plan  than  on  public  lands.  Is  that — that's  close  enough  for 
discussion  purposes  today. 

From  your  experience,  what  are  the  various  factors  that  impact 
lumber  prices,  since  that  was  part  of  the  debate  and  motivation  for 
dealing  with  this  whole  question  of  boosting  sales?  Given  that  the 
Forest  Service  sales  is  one-tenth  the  private  sales,  boosting  Forest 
Service  sales  by  themselves  would  have  a  correspondingly  diluted 
effect  on  lumber  prices;  is  that  fair  to  say? 
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Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  certainly,  if  you  control  10  percent  or  12  per- 
cent of  the  market,  the  other  90  percent  is  responding  to  this  de- 
cline and  responding  to  the  situation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  This 
situation  dropped  our  cuts  on  the  Federal  lands  from  about  5  bil- 
lion board  feet  to  essentially  zero  for  a  while  or  less  than  1  billion 
board  feet,  and  resulted  in  a  bump  in  soft  wood  prices  of  about  300 
percent.  So  it's  fairly  sensitive.  Or  course,  this  is  also  responsive  to 
demand.  Is  the  housing  market  up  or  down,  and  what  is  available 
elsewhere?  But  it  was  sensitive  enough  that  when  we  went  from 
5  billion  to  very  close  to  zero  for  a  while,  it  was  enough  to  jump 
stumpage  by  several  hundred  percent. 

TAYLOR  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Getting  back  to  the  effort  that  you  would  need  to 
make  to  adjust  to  Mr.  Taylor's  amendment,  if  it  were  to  become 
law,  we're  then  looking  at  something  like  close  to  a  doubling  of  the 
overall  cuts  being  managed  by  the  Forest  Service? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  What's  the  typical  correlation  between  need  for  FTE 
devoted  to  managing  sales  and  the  quantity  of  board  feet  you're 
cutting?  Is  there  a  direct  correlation  there? 

Mr.  Regula.  Excuse  me.  Will  you  yield,  Mr.  Skaggs?  You  said  a 
doubling.  Are  you  talking  about  a  doubling  of  salvage  or  a  doubling 
of  the  total? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  A  doubling  of  the  total. 

Mr.  Regula.  Total. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Almost  doubling  from  somewhere  around  4  billion 
to  somewhere  around  7  billion. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  that  would  be  an  increase  in  our  total,  if 
we  took  those  initial  figures,  of  about  30  percent.  And  Mr.  Reynolds 
tells  me  it's  about  4  or  5  FTEs  per  million  board  feet  ordinarily. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So  if  we're  going  to  increase  total  sales  by  3  billion, 
you'd  divide  that  by  that  number  and  come  up  with  the  impact  on 
your  FTE;  is  that 

Mr.  Thomas.  That  would  be  approximately. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Now  where  are  you  going  to  get  those  FTEs,  if  we 
go  ahead  and  almost  double  our  total  sales? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  don't  have  enough  FTEs  onboard  to  do  that,  but 
I  think  they  are  as — I  hate  to  keep  commenting  on  a  bill  that's  not 
finished,  but  the 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  it  would  have  been  nice  to  have  this  hearing 
before  we  voted  on  it,  but  at  least  it's  better  to  have  it  than  not 
have  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  let  me  think  of  where  I  was.  All  right.  As  you 
know,  we've  been  downsizing  rather  dramatically.  Those  are  our 
marching  orders.  We've  gone  down  from  about  probably  close  to 
4,500  people  by  the  end  of  this  year,  and  there  are  provisions  in 
the  bill  to  allow  us  to  rehire  people  that  have  taken  early  buyouts 
or  that  are  available  that  know  how  to  do  these  things.  There  are 
also  provisions  that  create  the  opportunity  to  contract  for  services. 
I  don't  know  that  that's  as  useful  to  us  as  the  first,  and  we  would 
probably — that  number  comes  out  at  about  300  to  500  skilled  peo- 
ple, not  bodies  but  skilled  people  that  know  how  to  do  these  things, 
and  that  not  only  includes  timber  sale  foresters  and  in  some  cases 
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engineers,  but  it  would  also  require — basically,  we're  short  on  hy- 
drologists  and  soils  people. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So  we  would  have  bought  these  people  out  for  early 
retirement  and  then  we  would  be  bringing  them  back  with — ^they're 
not  going  to  be  prejudiced  by  that;  right?  They're  going  to  get  hired 
back  at  their  prior  grade? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  know  what  we  would  do.  We  don't  have  a 
mandate  to  do  an3^hing,  and  I'm  only  talking  about  what  the  provi- 
sions that  I  understand  exist  in  the  Taylor  bill  that  would  be  an 
option  to  us. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  You  won't,  then,  be  drawing  FTE's  away  from  other 
activities,  recreation  and  other — ^biology  and  other  management 
functions?  You'll  be  hiring  new  people  to  manage  these  sales? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir,  I  don't  know  what  we  would  do.  There, 
again,  this  is  totally  hypothetical,  but  we  would  react  the  best, 
most  efficient  way  that  we  could.  If  skilled  people  were  available, 
we  would  use  skilled  people.  If  not,  we  would  probably  have  to  redi- 
rect, which  we  do  constantly,  redirect  constantly  to  meet  the  new 
challenges.  So  I  really  hesitate  to  get  into  a  detailed  assessment  of 
something  we've  not  been  asked  to  do,  nor  is  in  final  form. 

ECONOMIC  BENEFITS  FROM  FOREST  USES 

Mr.  Skaggs.  What's  your  sense  at  this  point  of  the  relative  eco- 
nomic activity  generated  by  the  Forest  Service — or  not  by  the  For- 
est Service,  by  the  national  forests  between  recreation,  hunting, 
other  uses  than  strictly  timbering  versus  the  economic  activity 
that's  derived  from  the  traditional  timbering  side  of  the  operation? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  can  discuss  that  easily  enough  and  without  put- 
ting numbers  on  it.  I  prefer  to  discuss  it  in  a  general  concept,  but 
there's  a  difference  in  that  the  costs  and  returns  to  the  timber  pro- 
gram are  expressed  in  real  dollars.  The  returns  from  a  recreation 
program,  because  in  most  cases  we  have  no  ability  to  capture  any 
revenue  from  that,  is  in  shadow  pricing;  in  other  words,  questions 
like,  "What  would  you  pay  for  a  day  of  recreation?"  or  "What  would 
you  pay  to  give  it  up?" 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Oh,  I  didn't  even  mean  that  sort  of  thing,  which 
economists  could  have  a  lot  of  fun  debating.  I'm  just  wondering 
about  to  local  outfitters  and  licenses  and  all  of  that. 

Mr.  Thomas.  It  is,  indeed,  significant.  It  depends  on  what  com- 
munity you're  in. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But  nationally? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Nationally,  you  almost  have  to  use  shadow  pricing 
and  return  to  these  sorts  of  things,  but  our  recreation  demand  is 
enormous.  It  causes  a  considerable  amount  of  input  of  money  into 
local  communities,  and  if  you  figure  out  that  it's  worth  something 
to  people,  it's  huge,  and  increasing  rapidly. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  I'd  be  interested — maybe  you  could  put  in  the 
record  any  work  either  from  your  economists  or  outside  people  that 
have  attempted  to  quantify  this.  That  would  be  helpful  for  us. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  we  have  that,  and  we'll  be  happy  to  provide 
it. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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ECONOMIC  VALUES  AND  IMPACTS  OF 
RECREATION,  HERITAGE  AND  WILDERNESS  RESOURCES  ON  THE  NATIONAL  FORESTS 


4,400  Ccunpgrounds,  over  22,000  recreation  sites  and  areas,  34.5  million  acres 
of  classified  Wilderness,  more  than  300,000  Heritage  Sites,  124,000  miles  of 
trails,  almost  3,000  outfitter  &  guide  permits,  over  4,300  miles  of  classified 
Wild  cind  Scenic  Rivers,  $50  million  in  receipts,  184  ski  areas,  and  over  835 
million  visitor  days  (330  million  RVD's),  43%  of  total  Federal  Use  are  all 
indicators  of  the  magnitude  of  the  National  Forest  Recreation,  Heritage  and 
Wilderness  Resource  program. 

These  programs  contribute  much  to  the  quality  of  life  and  heritage  of  Americans 
as  well  as  an  increasing  number  of  foreign  tourists.   These  programs  make  a 
substantial  contribution  to  the  balance  of  payments,  the  economy  of  the  United 
States  cind  many  local  economies.   Several  million  jobs  and  billions  of  dollars 
in  economic  activity  are  related  to  recreation,  heritage  and  wilderness 
activities  that  take  place  on  the  191  million  acres  of  the  National  Forests. 

National  Forest  System  lands  generate  numerous  benefits  to  the  American  public. 
The  economic  value  and  impact  of  National  Forest  recreation  resources  can  be 
expressed  in  two  distinct  ways:   the  willingness -to -pay  of  people  (an  economic 
value)  and  the  economic  impact  of  these  resources  (expenditures,  employment, 
income  and  contribution  to  the  national  economy) . 

The  economic  value  of  recreation  (how  people  value  the  experience  -  not  what 
they  spend  on  it)  ranges  from  $18  to  $85  willingness -to -pay  per  visitor  day 
(values  vary  by  type  of  recreation  activity)  with  a  weighted  average  total 
value  of  $6.8  billion  (Source:  1994  Annual  Report  of  the  Forest  Service  -  1992 
$) .   Currently  recreation-related  receipts  total  about  $50  million  -  of  which 
25%  is  returned  to  the  counties  within  which  the  fees  are  generated. 

The  economic  impact  (based  on  what  people  spend)  of  National  Forest  related 
recreation  varies  from  the  local  impact  of  140  jobs  and  $1.6  million  of  local 
income  in  6  rural  counties  surrounding  the  Chickasawahy  Ranger  District  in 
rural  Mississippi,  to  the  Oregon  Dunes  National  Recreation  Area  (Siuslaw 
National  Forest)  with  approx.  1.5  million  annual  visitors  generating 
approximately  $92  million  of  new  local  income  and  almost  4,000  local  jobs  in 
this  three-County  area,  to  a  preliminary  estimate  of  over  $100  billion  for  the 
total  program  contribution  to  National  Gross  Domestic  Product  (GDP) ,  including 
over  2.5  million  jobs.  (Source:  Forest  Service  Preliminary  1995  RPA  Program 
analysis) .   Recreation  is  the  largest  contributor  to  GDP  of  any  National  Forest 
resource.   Over  835  million  recreation  visits  require  a  large  amount  of 
recreation  equipment,  travel,  support  facilities,  site  construction  and 
maintenance,  etc.  and  all  of  these  activities  have  significant  income  and 
employment  implications.   Expenditures  by  both  visitors  and  recreation 
providers  influence  total  economic  activity  as  they  circulate  through  the  local 
and  national  economy. 
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TAYLOR  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Now  you've  said  that  just  earlier  this  morning  that 
you  would  not  compromise  Forest  Service  standards  in  carrying 
out,  should  it  become  law,  the  requirements  of  Mr.  Taylor's  amend- 
ment. Did  I  hear  you  accurately  on  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  would  not  violate  our  forest  plan  standards  and 
guidelines. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But,  yet,  there  would  be  this  quantity  of  board  feet 
mandated  for  each  of  the  next  two  years  after  this  became  law.  I 
mean,  it  doesn't  say  maybe;  it  says  this  is  what  you're  going  to 
have  to  do,  doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So  how  do  you — how  can  you  say  both  of  those 
same — ^both  of  those  things  at  the  same  time?  I  mean 

Mr.  Thomas.  Because  I  don't  know  yet  what  the  total  effects  are 
throughout  the  entire  system.  We're  working  on  that  diligently  to 
try  to  get  effects  statements,  and  then  we,  if  this  were  to  come  to 
bear,  would  bring  in  the  regional  foresters  or  maybe  even  go  to  the 
regions  with  the  forest  supervisors,  talking  about  what  was  pos- 
sible for  them  to  do  within  the  constraints  of  the  forest  plan  and 
the  standards  and  guides.  I  simply  don't  know  enough  specific  de- 
tails to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But  it  is  at  least 

Mr.  Thomas.  This  wasn't  in  our  five-year  plan. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  understand  that.  It's  a  reasonable  possibility  that 
you  will  conclude  that  you  cannot  both  maintain  your  standards 
and  manage  this  size  salvage,  though? 

Mr.  Taylor.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  After  the  answer,  I'll  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  prefer  to  say  I  don't  know  the  answer.  I'm 
going  to  try  to  do  this  as  clean  as  I  can.  When  I  know  the  answer, 
I'll  be  happy  to  give  it  to  you.  It's  possible  that  we  would  not  be 
able  to  do  it.  It  may  be  possible  that  we  can  do  it,  but  I  simply 
don't  know  the  answer. 

Mr.  Taylor.  To  enlighten  the  gentleman,  there  was  provision  in 
the  amendment  that  gave  the  Secretary  the  flexibility  of  picking 
sales  and  making  the  assessment  on  the  individual  sales,  those 
that  might  address  the  concerns  that  Mr.  Yates  had  about  fish 
damage  or  the  questions  you're  asking,  that  would  keep  the  Forest 
Service  from  abrogating  its  philosophy,  and  there  is  somewhere  be- 
tween 20  and  30  billion  board  feet  of  ssdvage  with  approximately 
6  billion  coming  in  each  year.  So  to  take  3  billion  of  that  out  gives 
the  Secretary  a  great  deal  of  latitude  to  bypass  sales  that  would 
be  especially 

salvage  sales 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Reclaiming  my  time,  what  was  your  plan  for  the 
next  two  years  about  dealing  with  both  fire  suppression  and  dis- 
ease control  salvage  cuts?  Had  you  already  included  what  you 
thought  to  be  the  necessary  and  reasonable  level  of  salvage  sales 
to  accomplish  what's  needed  in  those  areas? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  we  didn't  predict  the  large  fires  last  sum- 
mer and  the  tremendous  amount  of  volume,  and  when  we  have 
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those  situations,  we  attempt  to  get  as  much  of  that  commercial 
value  as  we  can  harvested,  protecting  the  other  values.  We  only  get 
about  50  percent  of  the  total  salvage  at  any  one  time  that's  com- 
mercially harvestable. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  then,  you  were  in  the  process  of  working  up 
your  own  recommended  changes  to  the  forest  plan  to  take  that  into 
account,  I  assume? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Based  on  the  direction  in  NFMA  on  salvage,  we 
continue  to  move  forward.  That's  part  of  the  responsibility  we  have, 
is  to  capture  the  values  where  we  can  and  return  it  to  a  satisfac- 
tory state  with  reforestation  occurring. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So  what  were  you  going — what  were  you  going  to 
try  to  cut  for  salvage  purposes 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  President's  budget  included  about  1.4  billion, 
and  that  was  prepared  before  we  went  through  the  fire  season.  We 
had  gone  back  and  looked  at  increasing  that 

Mr.  Skaggs.  By  how  much? 

Mr.  Reynolds  [continuing].  Not  to  the  extent  that  we  see  in  the 
current  salvage  bill,  but  that  is  not  completed  yet,  either. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And  you're  going  to  take  that  to  completion  even  as 
you're  also  planning  on  how  you  might  comply  with  Mr.  Taylor's 
language? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  When  the  law  is  completed,  we'll  certainly  do  our 
best  to  meet  the  intent  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  No,  no,  no.  Are  you  going  to  continue  your  own 
independent  assessment  of  what  you  ought  to  be  doing  by  way  of 
salvage  sales 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We're  talking  about  what  is  the  available  salvage 
capability  on  national  forest  land  nationwide,  and  that  is  the  ques- 
tion that  we  begin  to  work  back  from  our  different  forest  and  rang- 
er districts:  What  is  your  capability?  How  much  do  you  have  avail- 
able? What  is  harvestable?  And  then  we  try  to  bring  those  numbers 
forward  and,  as  the  Chief  said,  then  we  begin  to  deal  with  the  re- 
quirements of  new  legislation,  of  how  can  we  put  that  in  a  program 
and  meet  requirements  that  we  will  need  to  meet  if  the  law  passes. 
That's  how  we  do  that. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I'm  not  being  very  clear. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  I  understand  the  question.  We're  going  to 
move  ahead  with  our  salvage  program  as  projected  about  1.54  bil- 
lion, about  30  percent  of  our  harvest  total.  We  are  moving  along 
that  line  to  go  at  that  level.  We're  also  trying  to  be  responsive  to 
the  Congress  in  providing  other  information. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But  that  1.54  reflects  the  current  professional  judg- 
ment of  the  Forest  Service  as  to  what  you  can  do  and  what  you 
need  to  do? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir,  it's  a  little  more  complex  than  that.  In  a 
sense,  we're  in  the  budget  limitations,  which  we  are  not  complain- 
ing about,  have  not  complained  about,  do  not  intend  to  complain 
about,  within  the  budget  limitations  and  the  FTE  ceilings,  and  the 
ability  to  have  what  we  consider  an  adequate  and  appropriate  mul- 
tiple-use approach  to  management;  that's  what  we  think  we  can  do. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  probably  overstayed  my  welcome,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  The  Chair  would  suggest  that  we'll  try 
to  finish  this  without  having  to  come  back  this  afternoon.  I  plan 
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to  go  to  another  round  of  questions.  I  have  a  couple  and  then  we'll 
move  on  to  Mr.  Taylor. 

On  the  salvage  issue,  I  think  probably  there's  some  misunder- 
standing as  to  what  salvage  is  and  the  implications.  First  of  all, 
what's  the  normal  useful  life  that  a  tree  would  have  that's  been 
subjected  to  fire  and/or  insects  before  it  begins  to  deteriorate  to  the 
point  that  it's  no  longer  of  value  for  commercial  harvesting? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  you  have  to  be  specific  about  the  species 

Mr.  Regula.  No,  I  know  the  species  would  change  it,  but  let's 
take  soft  woods,  just  for  an  opener. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  there  are  all  kinds  of  soft  woods.  Much  of  this 
salvage  is  white  fir. 

Mr.  Regula.  All  right. 

Mr.  Thomas.  And  white  fir  deteriorates  rather  rapidly.  In  fact, 
we're  going  to  lose  value  at  the  end  of  one  year.  Usually,  two  years 
is  the  limit  for  this  species. 

Ponderosa  pine,  two  or  three  years;  larch,  longer  yet  than  that; 
lodge  pole  pine,  some  of  that's  still  being  salvaged  that's  been  dead 
seven  or  eight  years. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

Mr.  Thomas.  So  it 

Mr.  Regula.  It  varies  by  species,  but  the  majority  of  it  would 
probably  be  two  years?  Would  that  be  a  fair  statement?  Or  50  per- 
cent? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  There's  no  fair  statement  here. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  it's  fair  to  say,  though,  that  it  begins  to  de- 
teriorate upon  death,  and  it's  only  going  one  way.  It's  not  getting 
better.  [Laughter.] 

SALVAGE  HARVEST  CAPABILITY 

Mr.  Regula.  Was  the  amount  of  salvage  that  you  could  project 
somewhat  constricted  by  the  availability  of  FTEs,  or  money  for 
roads;  in  other  words,  budget  constraints?  And  if  you,  in  fact,  had 
a  larger  budget,  would  you  have  projected  a  greater  salvage  har- 
vest in  view  of  fires,  et  cetera? 

Mr.  Thomas.  The  salvage  problem  is  not  a  money  problem.  We 
have  a  salvage  fund  that's  got  money  in  it.  It  was  mostly  a  matter 
of  appropriately-trained  people  in  the  right  place  that  can  do  the 
right  job,  and  so 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it's  a  people  constraint  more  than  money? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  say,  first,  people,  but  let  me  be  very  clear: 
people  are  not  interchangeable.  It's  people  with  particular  skills. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes.  No,  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Okay.  It  also  may  be  some  other  limitations,  like 
how  many  sky  cranes  have  we  got  available  compared  to  the  num- 
ber of  roadless  areas,  for  example,  or  areas  that  are  particularly 
sensitive.  If  we  were  able  to  go  with  the  sky  cranes,  that  sort  of 
thing — and  a  number  of  those  have  gone  to  Indonesia.  There's  a 
limited  number  of  them.  So  I  think  we  would  quickly  run  into  a 
limitation  between  green  sale  programs  and  salvage  of  sensitive 
areas  in  terms  of  things  like  equipment  capabilities. 
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Okay,  my  staff  corrects  me.  He  says  we  don't  have  a  money  prob- 
lem, but  there  are  other  consideration.  So  anyway,  I  think  my  gen- 
eral answer  was  right. 

Mr.  Regula.  Has  the  absence  of  a  salvage  operation  resulted  in 
a  greater  threat  to  adjacent  green  forests  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
this  salvage  becomes  fuel  for  possible  lightning-triggered  fires? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  want  to  make  sure  now  we  understand  the  dif- 
ference between  salvage  and  treatment  of  forest  health.  They  are 
not  totally  separate,  but  are  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  thing.  It 
depends  on  how  one  salvages.  For  example,  you  could  have  a  bum 
where  you  would  only  have  a  certain  very  small  percentage  of  the 
trees  within  the  bum  that  would  be  salvageable.  The  removal  of 
those  trees  in  and  of  themselves  would  probably  have  little  to  do 
with  it.  That  would  be  a  forest  health  situation,  then,  where  you 
would  talk  about  where  we're  going  to  spend  money  to  clean  up  the 
residual  fuel. 

Other  things  where  we  had  a  burn  that  had — essentially,  all 
trees  of  relatively  the  same  size.  Yes,  there  would  be  reduction  in 
fuel  there.  But  you  would  have  a  question  which  is  certainly  de- 
bated among  technical  people  of  the  danger  of  bum  and  reburn. 
The  classic  bum/reburn  situation  was  the  Tillamook  bum  in  Or- 
egon where  it  burned;  they  salvaged  it,  ostensibly,  as  they  could, 
but  when  it  came  down,  then  it  rebumed  I  think  twice.  So  there 
is  some  relationship.  You  will  start  to  hear  a  rather  considerable 
technical  debate  between  specialists  of  whether  that's  really  real  or 
not,  but 

BURNED  AREA  REFORESTATION 

Mr.  Regula.  Does  the  salvaging  of  the  burnover  areas  allow  you 
to  regenerate  a  better  fraction  than  you  would  if  you  were  not  to 
salvage? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  again,  it  depends  on  the  extent  of  the  sal- 
vage  

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  But,  basically,  removal  of  down,  dead 
and  down  woody  material,  if  it's  extensive,  certainly  cleans  the  site 
and  gives  it  some  improvement  in  regeneration  in  my  opinion.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  removal  of  that  material  also  makes  the  site 
hotter  in  the  sense  that  there's  less  shading.  In  many  cases  you 
pick  shade  from  a  downed  tree  in  order  to  ameliorate  a  hot  site. 
This  gets  very  sophisticated.  It  depends  on  exactly  where  you 
are 

Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question  on  that  point? 

Mr.  Regula.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  have  read  somewhere  where  dead  trees  are  nec- 
essary for  the  health  of  habitat;  that  animals  and  plants  benefit 
from  the  presence  of  dead  trees,  and  that  cleaning  it  out  harms  the 
habitat  in  those  areas. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  that's,  indeed,  a  true  statement,  but  the 
assumption  in  the  statement  is  that  you  have  all  or  nothing.  You 
have  all  the  dead  trees  or  none  of  the  dead  trees,  and  there's  not 
any  way  that  we  could  get  anywhere  close  to  removing  all  of  the 
dead  trees  that  are  out  there,  if  that  was  our  mission  and  you  gave 
me  an  unlimited  appropriation  to  do  it.  It's  a  matter  of  doing  it  ap- 
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propriately,  taking  an  appropriate  amount  of  material,  leaving  an 
appropriate  amount  of  material,  different  size  classes  of  species 

Mr.  Yates.  No,  what  I  was  going  to  say  is  that  all  this  is  what 
you're  taking  into  consideration  in  connection  with  your  current 
study,  current  assessment  of  what  the  effects  of  the  amendment 
will  be;  is  that  a  correct  statement? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Those  are  things  that  go  into  our  assessments  of 
how  much  is  available,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  When  will  that  be  available,  would  you  guess? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Just  recently,  yesterday,  we  got  good  information 
back  from  the  field  and  we're  working  on  that  right  now  to  try  to 
refine  our  estimates,  but  we  also  are  looking  at  language  as  it  goes 
through  to  make  sure  that  we're  responding  to  the  Congress'  wish. 
We  don't  know  where  that's  going  to  come  out.  We  should  have  in- 
formation, though,  that  we  could  provide  you  by  the  end  of  next 
week  that  would  summarize  our  estimates  of  where  we  are. 

Mr.  Yates.  Good.  All  right. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  we'll  have  this  before  we  go  to  conference. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  one  thing.  Another  thing,  will  that  be  avail- 
able to  the  Senate  as  it  considers  the  rescission  bill? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Oh,  I'm  sure  that  we  make  anything  available  that 
Congressmen  ask  us  for  at  whatever  level  that  we  can  provide  that 
information. 

I  want  to  make  a  plea,  a  statement  here,  just  as  a  statement,  be- 
cause I'll  feel  so  much  better  after  I  say  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  are  downsizing,  and  no  complaint  about  that. 
We  are  streamlining;  no  complaint  about  that.  The  budgets  are 
going  down;  no  complaint  about  that.  But  we  are  receiving  more  re- 
quests from  Congress  for  information  than  ever  before.  Our  people 
are  going  day  and  night.  As  we  ask  for  information,  I  really  hope 
that  maybe  we  could  talk  about,  do  you  really  need  this  informa- 
tion, because  we  are  almost  on  the  verge  of  breaking  down.  We 
have  never  had  so  many  information  requests  so  fast,  and  we  are, 
as  professionals,  fearful  that  when  we  drive  hard  and  long  on  very 
complex  technical  questions,  that  we're  apt 

Mr.  Regula.  Sort  of  like  the  100  days,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  just  like  the  House  and  its  100-day  session. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Just  a  couple  more  questions  and  then  we'll  go  to 
Mr.  Taylor. 

salvage  priorities 

Are  you  prioritizing  the  salvage  challenge  in  the  event  we  have 
language  of  some  type?  I  assume  there's  6  or  8  million  acres  of  po- 
tential of  salvage.  So  will  you  internally  prioritize  these  in  terms 
of  the  threat,  the  fire  suppression,  the  ability  to  renew,  the  market 
access,  roads  available,  et  cetera? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  we  would  probably  use  exactly  the  same 
screens  we're  using  now 

Mr.  Regula.  Right. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  To  project  our  timber  program.  For  ex- 
ample, screens  like  how  we  get  the  best  bang  for  a  buck,  proximity 
to  mills,  protection  of  life  and  property,  regeneration  of  our  highest. 
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best  sites  as  quickly  as  possible.  Those  are  the  standard 
screens 

Mr.  Regula.  1  wonder  if  you'd  put  in  the  record  here  how  you 
prioritize,  just  the  things  you  said  here  in  a  one,  two,  three — what 
are  the  characteristics  that  cause  you  to  choose  one  site  as  opposed 
to  another? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Salvage  Sale  Priorities 

In  setting  priorities  for  conducting  salvage  sales,  we  would  need  to  look  at  a  num- 
ber of  factors.  First,  we  would  look  at  those  areas  where  there  is  high  risk  of  losing 
substantial  volumes  of  available  and  merchantable  volume  if  we  do  not  move  quick- 
ly and  where  there  is  high  risk  to  life,  property  or  ecosystem  health  if  some  of  the 
dead  or  dying  trees  are  not  removed.  Secondly,  we  put  high  priority  on  removing 
economically  valuable  material  before  it  deteriorates,  and  providing  material  needed 
to  meet  local  mill  requirements.  Third,  we  would  then  look  next  to  areas  which  may 
not  yet  be  high  risk  but  where  treatment  is  needed  to  promote  reforestation  and 
ecosystem  restoration  and  to  prevent  deterioration  of  forest  health,  and  to  accom- 
plish other  objectives  established  in  our  land  management  plans. 

In  allocating  ftinds  among  potential  salvage  opportunities,  we  would  usually  start 
with  the  highest  risk  areas  and  seek  to  maximize  cost  efficiency  in  terms  of  acres 
improved,  volume  salvaged,  and  positive  ecosystem  benefits  accomplished  with  the 
funds  available,  while  minimizing  any  possible  negative  environmental  effects. 

CLEAR  CUTTING 

Mr.  Regula.  Have  you  moved  away  from  clear-cutting  as  a  tech- 
nique to  perhaps  landscape-type  contour  cutting? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  have  reduced  our  number  of  clear-cuts  in  a 
rather  steady  declining  manner  over  the  last  four  or  five  years.  We 
can — I've  even  seen  the  numbers.  I  don't  know  if  I've  got  them  in 
front  of  me,  but  we  can  project — we  can  give  you  that  for  the 
record 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  fine. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Acres  of  Clearcut  Harvest  on  National  Forests  For  Selected  Years 
Fiscal  year:  ^'^'■««  of  clearcut 

harvest 

1988  283,061 

1989  257,156 

1990 229,196 

1991  186,564 

1992  162,664 

1993  132,674 

1994  100,796 

Data  above  is  from  the  annual  National  Forest  System  Reforestation  and  Timber 
Stand  Improvement  Report. 

Mr.  Thomas.  But  that  has  been  consistently  declining.  However, 
I  would  like  to  make  a  statement  here.  We  can  only  practice  for- 
estry in  a  democracy  as  the  servants  of  the  people,  and,  obviously, 
that's  not  been  the  most  popular  manner  of  cutting,  but  I  want  to 
be  very  clear  to  you  that  it  has  its  moments  and  it  has  its  places 
where  it's  absolutely  the  best  prescription.  I  would  desperately 
strive  to  keep  that  in  my  toolbox  to  use  in  the  right  places  at  the 
right  time  for  the  right  reasons.  Then  in  other  cases  it  might  be 
the  most  efficient  to  produce  wood,  but  not  so  efficient  in  terms  of 
some  other  things.  At  that  point,  we  can  respond  with  different 
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silviculture  regimes,  but  there  is  a  place  and  there  is  a  time  when 
clear-cutting  is  absolutely  the  best  prescription  across  the  board. 

TREE  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Regula.  The  last  question:  are  you  continuing  to  develop  in 
silviculture  the  species  for  replanting  that  have  faster  growth  cy- 
cles, that  meet  the  market  demands.  Like  hybrid  seed  com,  for  ex- 
ample, in  agriculture,  it's  just  transformed  the  production  of  that 
product.  Are  you  continuing  to  make  progress  and  is  the  informa- 
tion available  to  the  private  as  well  as  the  public  sector? 

Mr.  Unger.  We  do  have  a  tree  improvement  program.  And, 
Jerry,  you  may  want  to  comment  on  that  further.  We  continue  to 
seek  to  improve  the  quality  and  the  characteristics  of  the  trees  that 
we  plant. 

Mr.  Sesco.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  have  active  research  in 
tree  breeding  genetics,  trjring  to  breed  insect/disease  resistance, 
breeding  for  better  growth  characteristics,  better  density,  all  kinds 
of  aspects.  Our  biotechnology  program  is  also  going  to  move  us 
more  quickly  in  that  direction  in  terms  of  identifying,  as  we  map 
the  genes  in  some  of  the  trees,  identifying  genes  that  will  contrib- 
ute to,  say,  a  higher  specific  gravity  or  better  growth  techniques. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  think  I  observed  in  a  visit  that  you  had  reduced 
the  time  cycle  considerably  by  using  an  ordinary  tree  through  splic- 
ing to  jump  ahead  and  developing  a  genetic  pool 

Mr.  Sesco.  That's  true.  With  some  of  the  biotechnology  tech- 
niques, we  don't  have  to  wait  10,  15,  20  years  through  some  seed 
orchard  techniques  to  do  that,  but  those  techniques  are  being  re- 
fined. They  certainly  will  speed  up  the  process  with  which  we  can 
identify  positive  characteristics  that  we  want  to  engrain  in  future 
trees. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  is  that  information  disseminated  to  the  private 
sector? 

Mr.  Sesco.  Absolutely.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  industry 
partners.  We  have  partners  with  the  universities.  The  new  para- 
digm is  that  we  don't  do  much  single  agency,  single  discipline  work 
anymore.  We  have  a  lot  of  partners  in  addressing  these  issues.  So 
it's  available  to  everyone. 

Mr.  Regula.  How  about  even  outside  the  United  States  because 
I  think  Germany,  for  example,  has  a  pretty  substantial  forestry 
program,  the  Eucalyptus,  and  what  the  southwestern  countries — 
New  Zealand  I  believe  is  a  major  producer. 

Mr.  Sesco.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  share  information? 

Mr.  Sesco.  Very  much  so.  We  have  a  tremendous  network  of 
international  scientists  through  various  associations.  We're  work- 
ing with  scientists  in  probably  25  different  countries  now  on  a  vari- 
ety of  issues. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

While  you're  on  the  research  portion  of  it,  I  would  say  your  re- 
search is  very  important  to  those  of  us  in  the  private  sector.  We 
do  have  superior  seedlings  that  have  been  developed  that  revolu- 
tionize in  effect.  We  can  double  and  triple  the  volume,  surviv- 
ability. We  use  the  2/2  superior  and  white  pine,  for  instance,  when 
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we're  doing  it  that's  been  developed  with  State  and  private  work, 
and  it's  an  amazing  difference  in  it,  in  yield,  and  especially  in  sur- 
vivability. 

So  I  would  hope  that  the  research  program  will  not  be  overlooked 
in  the  Forest  Service  because  of  the  great  contribution  and  what 
it  holds  out  for  us  to  produce  more  fiber  with  fewer  trees  and  less 
space.  And,  as  the  demand  for  wood  increases,  that's  going  to  be 
an  ever-increasing  need. 

I'm  only  frustrated,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  in  the  fact  that  you 
have  a  good  research  program.  It's  gone — it's  almost  100  years  old 
now,  and  in  the  stance,  when  you're  talking  clear-cutting  and  oth- 
ers, if  you  go  to  the  Southeastern  Experimental  Station,  you  can 
see  what  clear-cutting  has  done  used  appropriately,  and  as  the 
Chief  says,  it  is  a  tool  in  forestry;  it  should  not  be  a  policy  to  clear- 
cut  all  the  forests  necessarily,  but  it's  a  tool.  In  some  species  you 
cannot  harvest  effectively  without  clear-cutting  because  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  trees  you're  working  with. 

But  to  let — to  have  that  science  with  100  years  in  the  Forest 
Service,  to  have  our  best  universities  working  with  you  with 
science,  and  then  to  drive  policy  based  on  goofiness  and  political 
correctness  is  foolish  and  a  waste  of  our  natural  resource,  and 
that's  what  I've  been  arguing  in  this  body  for  four  years;  that  we 
don't  do  it  anjrwhere  else.  If  the  Chief  has  a  heart  attack  today, 
they  don't  ask  me  to  come  over  and  treat  him.  I  don't  have  any 
knowledge  in  medicine.  We,  hopefully,  call  up  an  emergency  unit 
and  get  a  cardio  unit  out  here  and  use 

Mr.  Thomas.  Could  you  think  of  another  example?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  since  I'm  into  this.  Chief — and  use  the  best 
science  we  have  to  save  him.  And  so  when  we're  talking  about — 
when  we're  talking  about  forest  health,  to  throw  aside  100  years 
of  Forest  Service  experimentation  work  and  our  best  universities 
and  trained  foresters,  and  pick  someone  up  and  let  him  run  the 
policy  who  has  a  bumper  sticker  that  says,  "Trees  have  feelings," 
it's  totally  goofy,  and,  yet,  that's  a  lot  of  what's  happening. 

But  let  me  go  on  to  make  one  comment  about  Mr.  Yates'  ques- 
tions he  was  putting  forth.  And,  Mr.  Yates,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  you.  What  I  think  happened  was  that  some  of  these 
groups  took  you  the  wrong  copy  of  the  bill,  the  amendment  that 
was  introduced,  and  that's  the  one  you  were  using  on  the  floor. 
That's  the — and  I  was  afraid  maybe  you  did  that,  because  when  we 
were  talking  about  some  of  the  things  that  were  said  on  the  floor, 
that  we  were  abolishing  all  regulations  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  so 
forth,  that  we  were  going  into  wilderness  areas,  that  the  debate 
was  on  the  floor — clearly,  the  amendment  did  not  go  into  wilder- 
ness areas;  it  gave  the — in  fact,  it  specifically  states  in  the  bill — 
it  gave  the  Secretary,  which  would  come  down  to  the  Department, 
the  maximum  flexibility.  As  I  mentioned  to  Mr.  Skaggs  earlier, 
with  20  to  30  billion  board  feet  and  6  billion  coming  on  every  year, 
it  gave  the  Secretary  substantial  latitude — in  fact,  90  percent  of  the 
rest  of  the  forest  to  weave  in  around  to  avoid  hitting  the  most  envi- 
ronmentally-sensitive areas,  and  I  think  it  would  be  reasonable  to 
assume  that  that  could  be  carried  out,  that  small  amount,  without 
getting  into  disasters  where  you  were  threatening  fish  or  threaten- 
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ing  any  particular  violation  of  the  Chiefs  feelings  toward  admin- 
istering environmental  laws. 

I  think  that  the  amendment  was  a  reasonable  amendment,  and 
how  it  will  come  out  finally  remains  to  be  seen,  what  we  do  with 
the  Senate,  but  it  is  doable.  But  what  it  expresses  is  the  frustration 
that  there's  such  a  maze,  a  Byzantine  system  of  regulations  con- 
flicting that  have  been  put  on  the  Service,  that  we  can't — we  have 
gone  from  the  point  of  the  30  percent  harvest  down  to  the  10  per- 
cent harvest. 

And,  Mr.  Skaggs,  one  difference  in  cost  that  I  can  tell  you — and 
in  our  region  what  happened  between  1990  and  1993  from  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  it  sent  the  price  of  white  pine,  for  instance.  When- 
ever ponderosa  started  being  reduced,  then  the  market  started 
looking  for  alternative  sources,  and  white  pine  was  an  alternative 
source  for  door-framing  and  other  sorts  of  things;  yellow  poplar  for 
molding,  and  it  sent  that  price  up  150  percent  in  our  region.  I  can 
document  that  as  to  what's  happened  over  the  36-month  period. 

Now  that  meant  that,  obviously,  the  homebuilder  had  to  pay  150 
percent  more  for  the  cost  of  the  molding  and  the  other  components 
of  the  house  he  was  using.  The  homebuilders  estimate  that  during 
that  period  those  actions  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  added  about 
$4,000  to  $7,000  per  home  with  those  additional  components.  So  it 
does  make  a  difference.  When  we  do  not  utilize  the  resources,  then 
we  drive  up  the  price  of  alternatives,  and  then  we  go  to  the  export 
markets,  which  those  folks  are  not  charitable  in  the  sense  of  what 
they're  going  to  give,  and  we  also — no  one  can  ask  any  question 
about  the  environmental  damage  we're  doing  in  other  countries,  as 
we,  from  a  financial  motivation,  press  other  countries  to  provide 
timber  that  we  need  in  this  country.  Do  they  follow  the  same  regu- 
lations? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  on  that? 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  will. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  just  want  to  ask  you  whether  you  are  able  to  real- 
ly demonstrate,  as  you  said,  when  the  sales  in  the  Northwest  went 
down,  that  meant — as  if  that  was  the  only  causative  factor  in  the 
increases  in  prices  in  your  part  of  the  country.  What  I  understand 
from  the  economists  that  look  at  this  is  that  there  are  a  multiplic- 
ity of  things  that  have  an  effect  on  price,  including  what  the  vol- 
ume of  new  construction  is,  which  is  really  drive  by  other  factors, 
external  markets,  and  what's  available  coming  off  the  national 
parks. 

Mr.  Taylor.  That  has  a — that  has  a  factor.  Outside  factors  al- 
ways affect  the  market,  but  there's  no  question  that  the  great  por- 
tion of  the  increase  from  this  came  from  what  was  happening  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  because  we  never  had  that  kind  of  jump, 
even  though  we've  had  big  swings  in  the  market.  And,  in  fact,  in 
the  1990  period  we  were  actually  going  down,  as  the  price  was 
moving  up,  we  were  going  down  in  home  construction  because  of 
a  slump  in  the  economy. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  A  lot  of  this  was  due  from  the  success  of  the  Clinton 
economic  plan  that  lowered  interest  rates  and  made  homeowner- 
ship  a  lot  more  affordable. 
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Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  that  didn't  kick  in  until — see,  you  actually 
reached — you  reached  under  Mr.  Bush  the  lowest  level  just  be- 
fore— [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  These  are  very  nonpolitical.  [Laughter.] 
Mr.  Taylor.  We've  been  rafting  up  since,  but  we're — there's  no 
question,  when  you  talk  to  the  people,  what  they're  looking  for  al- 
ternatives, and  when  you  look  for  an  alternative,  you  put  pressure 
on  the  white  pine  market,  which  increased  the  demands  signifi- 
cantly. Now  it  made  us  very  happy  in  the  Southeast,  but  at  the 
same  time  it  did  put  a  lot  of  pressure  on  the  market. 

ECOSYSTEM  ASSESSMENTS 

Let  me  jump  from  that  and  ask  a  question  that  I  want  to  go  into, 
Chief.  The  administration  wishes  to  conduct  19  separate  ecosystem 
assessments  across  the  country  in  the  next  several  years,  and  I'd 
like  for  you  to  list  them  for  the  committee,  not  necessarily  here,  but 
I'll  submit  some  of  this  in  writing  and  you  can  submit  those  things 
in,  list  the  areas.  And,  also,  if  we  have  any  estimate — would  we 
have  any  estimate  of  how  much  this  would  cost?  If  not,  you  can 
place  it  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir.  We  don't  have  any  intention  of  doing  19 
such  assessments,  but  that  may  be  true  on  a  national  basis.  But 
where  the  Forest  Service  is  not  involved,  I  don't 

Mr.  Taylor.  Okay. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  that's  a  White  House  effort  that's  national. 
We  have  two  ongoing  efforts  for  the  Forest  Service  and  one  antici- 
pated, two  ongoing.  Northern  Sierras,  and  the  Columbia  Basin,  and 
we  anticipate  perhaps  moving  into  the  Yellowstone  system. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  submit  my  question  in 
writing  for  the  record,  and  perhaps  you  can  then  go  through  and 
give  us  an  assessment. 

[Committee  note. — Mr.  Taylor's  questions  and  the  answers  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  hearing  record  with  the  other  additional 
committee  questions.] 

Mr.  Taylor.  Let  me  talk  about  one  that  is  currently  being  con- 
ducted, and  that's  the  Southern  Appalachian  Assessment.  It's  not 
a  forest  plan  analysis,  and  the  budget  notes  indicate  that  no  re- 
gional guides  are  under  revision  in  1996,  but  the  final  product  from 
the  assessment  is  an  EIS,  and,  also,  there's  much  more  than  inven- 
tory and  information-gathering.  It's  actually  a  NEPA  decision  docu- 
ment. And  I  guess — is  the  Forest — is  this  some  sort  of  irregular 
planning  analysis  over  and  above  the  National  Forest  Management 
Plan  regulatory  requirements? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  these  assessments  are  an  attempt  on  our 
part  to  try  to  work  with  other  agencies  and  other  landowners  to 
look  at  the  bigger  picture,  and  using  science,  what  our  manage- 
ment options  are  as  we  deal  with  new  forest  plans,  revising  the  for- 
est plans  there  in  the  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Would  the — would  this  new  assessment,  would  this 
change  the  existing  forest  plan  that  was  recently  approved? 

Mr.  Unger.  a  decision,  if  there  were  to  be  a  decision  to  make 
changes,  would  only  be  accomplished  through  the  amendment  of 
forest  plans.  The  assessment  would  lead  to  information  that  we 


50 

would  then  use  to  decide  whether  we  would  want  to  propose  a 
change  in  the  forest  plan. 

Mr.  Taylor.  The  budget  notes  mention  assessment  of  private 
lands.  If  the  Forest  Service  has  no  jurisdiction  over  private  lands, 
what  are  we  doing  assessing  the  impact  of  private  lands? 

Mr.  Thomas.  It's  an  overall  look  at  things.  We  were  severely 
criticized  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  not  paying  attention  to  what 
was  going  on  on  private  lands  while  we  were  developing  options  for 
the  President's  plan.  Basically,  it  does  not  give  us  any — we  seek  no 
authority;  it  gives  us  no  authority;  we  don't  want  any  authority 
over  or  private  land,  but  we  need,  I  think,  in  the  general  regional 
scheme  to  understand  what's  going  on.  So  it  gives  us  some  idea  of 
what  the  appropriate  management  for  the  public  land  is. 

Mr.  Taylor.  This  may  not  be  your  idea  an3rway.  I  mean,  this 
may  be  something  that's  been  dumped  in  your  lap,  but  it  seems 
like  a  very  expensive  chain  of  studies.  You  do  an  assessment  and 
you  need  more  information.  So  you  do  another  assessment,  and  we 
keep  going,  and  there's  a  question  of  cost-effectiveness 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir,  I  would  disagree  strongly  with  that.  In  the 
Columbia  Basin,  for  example,  we're  coming  up  on  plan  renewal  for 
all  of  our  national  forests  and  all  of  the  BLM  districts,  that  this 
one  overall  assessment,  given  the  circumstances  that  exist  that 
we've  had  brought  to  our  attention  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  as  a 
guide,  is  that  we  are  far  better  off  to  do  all  of  these  at  once  in  an 
integrated  fashion,  using  the  same  databases  and  the  same  assess- 
ments, than  we  would  be  to  plow  through  them  one  at  a  time.  We 
still  have  some  forest  plans  that  we  haven't  completed  after  10 
years. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  ask  one  other  question 
now.  I'll  submit  the  rest  of  mine  in  writing. 

TIMBER  SALE  PROGRAM 

But  there's  a  whole  litany  of  reasons,  you  know,  that  the  Forest 
Service,  not  just  under  your  stewardship,  but  in  years  before,  to  ex- 
cuse the  poor  performance  of  regions  which  sell  much  less  than 
their  assigned  targets.  For  instance,  in  Fiscal  Year  1994,  I  think 
Region  1  sold  54  percent  of  its  assigned  target;  Region  3,  only  67 
percent;  Region  6,  44  percent,  and  so  forth. 

What  steps  is  the  agency  taking  to  improve  the  timber  sale  pro- 
gram performance  as  far  as  trying  to  hit  your  targets  and  goals? 
And  I  would  say  this  is  important  to  the  infrastructure,  to  have 
some  sort  of  credibility  and  dependability  on  what's  being  done  at 
whatever  level  it  is. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Let  me  just  go  back  on  that  question,  and  I  don't 
have  those  figures  right  in  front  of  me,  but  I  assume  those  are  ap- 
proximately right. 

Beginning  in  1990-1989,  Chief  Dale  Robertson,  who  was  chief 
then,  told  the  regional  foresters:  you're  accountable  for  these  out- 
puts and  you're  accountable  to  move  forward  with  it,  but  in  moving 
forward  with  it,  if  your  assessments  indicate  that  it's  impossible  to 
achieve  them  because  of  the  forest  plans  and  other  environmental 
factors,  then  we  will  report  back  to  Congress  why  we  didn't  achieve 
any  portion  of  the  outputs  expected. 
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And  that's  been  the  standard  that  we've  been  working  on  since 
then.  I  wasn't  sitting  at  this  table  at  the  time,  but  I  thought  that 
was  with  the  agreement  of  the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  both  on  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

We  are  really  concerned  about  accountability.  Throughout  the  or- 
ganization, we've  been  criticized  for  not  being  accountable.  That 
hurts  every  one  of  us.  We  think  we're  very  accountable  people;  we 
want  to  be.  The  issues  that  we're  dealing  with,  though,  will  con- 
tinue to  raise  reasons  why  we  can't  do  something,  but  I  think 
where  we  are  right  now  with  the  regional  foresters  is  that  we  will 
come  back  to  Congress  and  tell  you  why  we  can't  accomplish  some- 
thing. We  will  have  the  analysis  and  we  will  come  back  to  you  and 
point  out  the  problems. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I'm  serving  for  the  first  time  on  this  committee.  I 
was  on  the  authorizing  committee  for  two  years.  But  I  appreciate 
that,  and  we  want  to — I  would  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee 
could  work  with  the  Service  to  remove  the  duplications,  the  Byzan- 
tine system,  as  we  can.  In  fact,  that  was  part  of  the  frustration  be- 
hind the  Taylor  amendment  to  help  carry  out  salvage  sales,  and 
what's  still  behind  that. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  might  tell  the  gentleman  I  would  hope  that  per- 
haps after  we  get  finished  with  markup  and  have  some  time  that 
we'll  do  some  oversight-type  hearings  where  we  don't  address  budg- 
et issues  per  se,  but  rather  the  overall — take  an  overall  look  at 
what's  happening  in  places  like  the  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  I  would  also  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  per- 
haps in  some  of  the  report  language  we  might  be  able  to  do  some 
things  that  would  help  break  down  some  of  the  logjams,  if  you  will 
allow  me  to  say  that,  allow  them  to  carry  out — and  to  be  credible 
as  an  agency. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  believe  it's  the  intent  of  the  Resources  Commit- 
tee— well,  I  guess  it  would  really  be  in  Agriculture;  they  have  over- 
lapping jurisdiction,  to  take  a  look  at  the  forest  plan  prospectively. 
Mr.  Allard  mentioned  that. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  Senate  has  a  number  of  hearings  that  are 
oversight  hearings  to  look  at  all  the  aspects  of  our  programs  with 
the  intent  of  going  back  and  looking  at  new  legislation  at  the  end 
of  this  year. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

joliet  arsenal 

I  just  want  to  bring  up  the  Joliet  Arsenal.  What's  the  situation 
with  respect  to  the  possibility  of  acquiring  the  land  of  the  Joliet  Ar- 
senal and  turning  it  into  this  national  tall  grass  prairie?  I  under- 
stand the  Forest  Service  is  very  much  interested  in  it  and  Mr. 
Lyons  has  indicated  that  he  favors  it. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  but  that  proposal,  you  know,  we  looked  at 
last  year.  Currently,  we  have  no  budget  for  it.  It  isn't  a  budgeted 
item  in  1996. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  do  you  need  for  it? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  In  1995,  we  were  appropriated  $250,000  to  begin 
the  process  of  planning  for  the  prairie.  In  the  1996  budget  there 
is  nothing  for  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  know  there  is  nothing  in  the  budget,  nor  was  there 
in  1995,  and  the  committee  put  the  money  in  for  you  to  begin  it. 
Do  you  need — if  you  wanted  to  continue  that  process  this  year,  how 
much  money  would  you  need? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Okay.  Based  on  the  information  I  have,  if  H.R. 
714  were  passed,  we'd  need  $1,400,000  for  administration  and 
about  $250,000  for  outyear  operations  and  planning. 

Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you. 

TIMBER  CRUISING 

Now,  Chief,  how  much  private  cruising  is  there  now  in  connec- 
tion with  your  sales  procedure? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  To  my  knowledge,  we  don't  have  any  private 
cruising. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  provided  for  in  the  Taylor  amendment,  though, 
is  it  not,  permitting  private  cruising? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  have  the  option  of  finding  other  ways  to  get 
the  information  that  we  need.  There  are  services  available,  and  we 
may  attempt  to  contract  some  of  these. 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  do  you — why  do  you  have  no  need  for  those 
services  now? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  we've  gone  through  a  major  downsizing, 
and  that's  one  of  the  things  that  the  Chief  just  stated.  As  we  have 
less  people,  we  have  got  to  find  different  ways  of  doing  business. 
We've  got  to  meet  the  legal  requirements  in  doing  that  business. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  do  you  favor  the  use  of  private  cruising. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  would  prefer  to  have  my  own  crews 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  I  would  think  so,  but  I 

Mr.  Thomas.  The  answer  to  the  question  wasn't  complete.  The 
reason  that  we  don't  have  them  is  that  we  were  not  projecting  that 
level  of 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  Sales  volume. 

Mr.  Yates.  Of  sales  volume. 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  we  weren't  projecting  that  sales  volume.  We 
were  stafBng  to  meet  the  targets  that  we  laid  out  in  the  budget  re- 
quest. 

EMPLOYEE  BUYOUTS 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  you've  just  gone  through  your  downsizing  with 
your  employees,  and  there's — how  many  employees  have  taken  ad- 
vantage of  the  buyout  provision?  The  information  I  have  is  some- 
thing like  600  or  700. 

Mr.  Unger.  No,  we've  gone  through  two  buyouts  and  we  are 
presently  going  through  a  third.  In  the  first  two  buyouts,  we  had 
2,624  employees  take  the  buyouts. 

Mr.  Yates.  Two  thousand? 

Mr.  Unger.  In  the  present  buyout,  we  have  had  applications 
from  approximately  650  employees,  in  the  one  that's  coming  to  a 
close  the  end  of  this  month. 


53 

Mr.  Yates.  How  many  of  those  buyouts  would  be  of  employees 
who  you'd  want  to  rehire  in  connection  with  carrying  out  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  Unger.  Well,  apart  from  just  generally,  in  terms  of  how 
many  we  would  like  to  have  stay  in  the  Forest  Service,  we've  tried 
to  target  the  buyout  to  avoid  losing  the  skills  that  we  need  the 
most. 

Mr.  Yates.  Right. 

Mr.  Unger.  It  can't  be  done  perfectly,  but  we've  tried  to  target 
it  in  that  way.  And  so 

Mr.  Yates.  Have  you  been  able  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Unger.  To  a  large  extent.  There  are  certain  specialties, 
though,  for  example,  in  administrative  positions  such  as  contract- 
ing, where  there  have  been  disproportionate  impacts  on  some  of 
our  units,  so  that  we'll  have  to  fill  back  into  some  of  those 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  is  it  true,  then,  though,  that  if  you  are  required 
to  go  forward  with  the  Taylor  amendment,  that  you  will  have  to  re- 
hire from  300  to  500  of  the  employees  who  you've  bought  out? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I'm  not  certain.  We  need  to  go  through  this  very 
carefully,  but  it  would  be  necessary  for  us  to  build  the  workforce 
one  way  or  another  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  the  law  now  for  buyouts  provides  that  if  you  re- 
hire the  buyout — bought-out  employee,  he  must  repay  the  bonus  up 
to  $25,000;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  can  get  an  excuse  from  that.  We  did  last  sum- 
mer for  skilled  fire  fighters,  overhead  fire  fighters. 

Mr.  Yates.  Did  you  have  to  get  a  legislative  provision  for 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  had  to  get  permission  from  the  Office  of  Person- 
nel Management. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  you  don't  need  legislative  provision  for  that? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  we  got  a 

Mr.  Yates.  As  I  understand  it,  it's  in  the  law  now  that  if  you  re- 
hire them,  you  have  to — they  have  to  give  you  back  the  bonus. 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  correct,  unless  you  have  an  extension,  which 
we  did  get  last  summer  for  overhead  fire  fighters. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  does  anybody  on  your  staff  know  the  law  to  the 
extent  of  whether  or  not 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  it  has  to  be  an  emergency. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  there  a  provision  in  the  buyout  law  that  says  that 
you  can  waive  that  law  in  an  emergency?  Or  do  you  have  to  get 
a  legislative  provision? 

Mr.  Thomas.  No,  sir,  it  can  be  waived  by  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  in  an  emergency  situation  upon  request. 

Mr.  Yates.  Does  the — is  the  situation  covered  by  the  Taylor 
amendment  such  an  emergency? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  know.  I'd  have  to  ask  0PM  whether  it  is  or 
not.  I 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  you  consider  it  such? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  if  I  had  to  do  this,  I  would  consider  it  an 
emergency,  yes,  sir.  [Laughter.! 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  don't  think  you  have  to  worry  about  it  because 
the  Taylor  amendment  sets  it  aside  anyway,  as  I  understand  it. 

Did  you  want  to  say  something? 
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Mr.  Thomas.  My  staff  just  handed  me  a  note  that  says  the  Tay- 
lor amendment,  the  last  version  we  saw,  does  provide  for  authority 
to  do  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  well,  they  make  a  lot  of — they  give  you  a  lot  of 
opportunities  to  make  a  cut  that  you  don't  have  under  existing  law, 
doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  it  certainly  is 

Mr.  Yates.  The  way  the  environmental  laws — and  it  changes  the 
court  procedures. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALES 

What's  the  most  in  timber  salvage  sales  you've  done  in  one  year? 
The  information  I  have — and  perhaps  you  can  verify  this — it  was 
2.9  billion  board  feet  following  Hurricane  Hugo. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  that's  right,  in  1990,  it  was  $2.9  billion. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  that  hurricane  knocked  down  almost  the  entire 
Francis  Marion  National  Forest  in  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  you  also  had  major  fires  in  the  West  that  year. 
So  you  really  were  called  upon  to  use  all  your  resources  to  achieve 
the  2.9 

Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  also,  the  Francis  Marion  was  relatively  easy. 

Mr.  Yates.  Because  the  timber  was 

Mr.  Thomas.  It  was  flat.  The  timber  was  flat 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas  [continuing].  And  the  soil  sandy,  and  so  it  was  kind 
of  easy  compared  to  the  mountainous  West. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Everything  was  flat,  the  timber,  the  land 

Mr.  Yates.  But  that  required  a  major  effort,  did  it  not,  achieving 
the  2.9 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  it  did  require  a  major  effort. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  achieving  3  billion  board  feet  will  require  a 
major  effort,  too,  will  it  not? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Set  new  world  records  for  you? 

Mr.  Thomas.  Considering  the  period  from  1989  to  1996,  it  would 
be. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  much  money  will  the  Treasury  get  out  of  this, 
assuming  that  you're  able  to  meet  the  timber  limits  of  the  Taylor 
amendment,  which  is  3  billion  board  feet? 

Mr.  Thomas.  We're  seeing  how  Mr.  Reynolds  passes  his  test 
here.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Reynolds.  As  I  remember,  it  would  increase  the  return 
about  $260  million,  but  let  me  look  and  I'll  try  to  get  back  on  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  this  net? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  net. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  impossible,  and  the  reason  I  say  it's  impos- 
sible, because  in  the  report  of  our  committee,  which  was  approved 
by  CBO,  the  amount  made  available  to  the  Treasury  was  some- 
thing like  $36  million. 

Mr.  Thomas.  That's  interesting.  I  have  an  idea  where  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  got 
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Mr.  Yates.  Well,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  is  supposed  to 
have  gotten  it  from  the  Forest  Service.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Let  me  get  back  to  you  with  that  figure.  We're 
looking  back  here,  and  we'll  provide  that  for  the  record,  as  well  as 
the  volume  it's  based  on. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Timber  Salvage  Sale  Receipts 

Cost  and  receipt  estimates  were  calculated  based  on  implementing  the  Taylor 
amendment  by  April  1,  1995  and  as  exactly  written.  Under  this  scenario,  approxi- 
mately $444  million  of  additional  receipts  from  the  additional  salvage  volume  would 
be  generated  over  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998. 

First,  the  salvage  sale  fund  would  be  reimbursed  for  the  estimated  net  additional 
cost  of  $158  million  ($222  milUon  of  additional  cost  minus  $64  million  of  savings 
from  current  salvage  program)  for  the  additional  volume  over  the  period.  It  is  also 
estimated  that  about  $119  million  would  be  required  for  Knutson-Vandenberg  (K- 
V)  collections  for  reforestation  and  other  resource  improvements.  An  estimated  $112 
million  in  pajmients  to  States  would  be  made  in  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998. 
Subtracting  these  costs  from  the  projected  receipts  leaves  $55  million  available  for 
return  to  the  Treasury,  either  as  National  Forest  Fund  collections  on  individual  tim- 
ber sales  or  as  excess  Salvage  Sale  Fund  collections. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  do  we  have  a  copy  of  the  report?  I'll  show  you 
what  our  report  says. 

As  of  1995,  was  your  figure  for  both  6  billion  board  feet  or  3  bil- 
lion, the  200-and-some  figure? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Let  me  just  look  for  that  figure  for  a  minute,  will 
you,  sir? 

We  need  to  develop  that.  We  did  not  have  that  information  based 
on  the  question  you  asked,  and  I  would  like  to  be  able  to  give  that 
to  you. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  the  information  that  came  to  us  from  some  of 
our  colleagues  was — and  Mr.  Dicks  mentioned  it  in  the  committee, 
along  with  Mr.  Riggs,  I  think,  of  California — was  that  they  thought 
that  you  would  get  a  billion  dollars  out  of  this  operation.  No  way, 
huh? 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates,  why  don't  we  have  them  provide  it  for 
the  record? 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  just  want  to  knock  down  this  billion  dollar  fig- 
ure. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  I  understand  that.  It's  fairly  clear  that's  what 
your  objective  is.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Thomas.  We  have  the  information,  sir,  finally.  In  1995,  it  ap- 
pears we  lose  $26  miUion;  in  1996,  we  make  $102  million,  and  in 
1997,  $128  million. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  net?  Now  does  that  money  go  to  the  Treasury 
or  does  it  go  according  to  this  formula,  25  percent  to  the  States, 
25  percent  to  the  KV  reforestation,  and  the  remaining  50  percent 
to  the  salvage  fund? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  that's  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  So  none  of  this  money,  then,  would  go  toward  reduc- 
ing the  deficit,  would  it?  Whatever  you  happen  to  make  on  this 

Mr.  Reynolds.  It  would  reforest  those  lands  and  get  them  back 
in  a  productive  state,  which  in  the  long  term  has  a  positive  effect 
on  the  budget. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  many  years  will  we  have  to  wait  for  that? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  it  depends  on  where  we're  harvesting.  In 
the  South,  it  may  be  20  years.  In  the  West,  it  may  be  80  years. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  it  won't  happen  for  another  20  years? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  It's  part  of  the  sustainable  cycle  that  we're  talk- 
ing about. 

Mr.  Regula.  We  probably  won't  get  to  see  it.  [Laughter.! 

Mr.  Yates.  I  know  I  won't;  you  will. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Skaggs. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman. 

CONSTRUCTION  RESCISSIONS 

Just  a  couple  of  quick  questions.  A  lot  of  the  rescissions  that  im- 
pacted on  your  accounts  in  the  bill  we  passed  last  week  came  out 
of  the  construction  fund.  About  30  percent  of  those  construction  re- 
scissions were  in  Region  2.  If  you  could  provide  for  the  record, 
please,  your  best  estimates  of  what  the  effect  on  the  final  cost  of 
those  projects  will  be  by  virtue  of  their  having  been  fleshed  out, 
presumably  over  some  additional  period  of  time,  or  the  range,  and 
how  that  compares  with  what  your  original  construction  budget  for 
those  items  has  been. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Effects  of  Construction  Rescissions 

The  House-passed  rescission  bill  for  FY  1995  included  construction  project  rescis- 
sions in  Forest  Service  Region  2,  which  includes  Colorado,  Wyoming,  South  Dakota 
and  Nebraska.  These  rescissions  in  Region  2  were  31*^  of  the  total  of  the  House  con- 
struction rescissions.  Our  estimate  is  that  the  cost  of  the  projects  would  rise  from 
the  $1,526,000  on  the  House  list  to  approximately  $1,600,000  if  the  projects  are  de- 
layed only  one  year.  If  the  delay  is  longer  than  one  year,  the  cost  would  increase 
by  the  current  inflation  rate. 

LAND  ACQUISITIONS 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And,  finally,  just  if  you  could  comment,  Mr.  Chief, 
the  Budget  Committee's  proposal  last  week  was  to  put  a  five-year 
moratorium  on  any  acquisitions  of  lands.  I'm  just  wondering  what 
that  will  do  to  you  as  you,  presumably,  are  facing  willing  sellers 
and  need  to  deal  with  all  the  other  acquisitions  that  you  otherwise 
would  have  contemplated. 

Mr.  Thomas.  As  all  things  do,  it  has  consequences.  Land  is  in- 
creasing in  price  usually  faster  than  the  rate  of  inflation.  To  ac- 
quire the  same  land  that  we're  now  negotiating  hence  five  years 
from  now,  it  would  be  more  expensive,  if  it  is,  indeed,  available  or 
it  hasn't  been  developed  into  some  other  use.  In  some  of  these  pur- 
chases we  have  a  considerable  amount  of  money  invested  in  getting 
to  the  point  of  being  able  to  do  the  purchase.  We  would  lose  that. 
Nearly  all  of  our  purchases  are  between  willing  sellers  and  willing 
buyers. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  These  are  appraisals  and  the  other  preliminary 
stuff? 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  think  it's  a  matter  of  efficiency  in  land  price;  the 
other  is  about  losing  all  the  initial  investment  that  we  have.  And 
I  think  those  are  the  two  primary  aspects. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  would  assume  some  of  these  parcels  simply  aren't 
going  to  be  available  five  years  from  now;  we  may  have  lost  them 
forever. 
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Mr.  Thomas.  Well,  not  only  have  they  been,  you  might  say,  lost 
forever,  but  they  very  well  may  have  been  developed  to  another 
use,  which  may  cause  us  some  rather  considerable  problems  in 
terms  of  resource  management,  use  management,  and  fire  protec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Sk.\GGS.  If  you've  got  any  specific  examples  that  would  help 
us  understand  these  consequences  concretely  in  a  couple  of  cases 
that  you  could  put  in  the  record,  that  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  we'll  do  that. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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LAND  ACQUISITION  MORATORIUM 


A  five  year  moratorium  on  any  acquisition  of  land  would  prevent  us  from  meeting 
our  management  objectives  in  a  number  of  areas.   The  Forest  Service  land 
acquisition  program  is  focused  on  building  and  protecting  the  National  Forest 
System  for  future  generations.   Mciny  areas  within  or  immediately  adjacent  to 
existing  National  Forests  contain  important  resources  that,  if  acquired,  will 
help  the  Forest  Service  meet  its  mission  of  caring  for  the  land  and  serving  the 
people . 

Typically,  lands  identified  for  acquisition  have  several  attributes  that  make 
them  desirable  for  public  ownership.   These  attributes  include  public  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities,  critical  wildlife  habitat,  significcint  culture 
resources,  and  properties  lying  within  a  Wilderness  Area  or  other 
Congressionally  designated  area.   While  many  of  the  tracts  identified  for 
acquisition  contain  more  thcin  one  beneficial  attribute,  one  or  two  outstanding 
qualities  highlight  the  need  for  acquisition.   In  addition  to  the  resource 
values  found  on  the  land,  many  acquisitions  improve  the  memagement  efficiency 
and  save  administrative  costs  associated  with  property  management.   In  many 
cases,  the  landowners  have  been  waiting  for  us  to  receive  appropriations  to 
purchase  their  properties. 

There  are  many  examples  across  the  United  States  where  a  loss  in  funding  of  our 
acquisition  program  would  reduce  our  ability  to  serve  the  public  and  meet  our 
management  responsibilities.   If  we  are  uncible  to  purchase,  the  lands  are  often 
divided  and  sold  making  future  acquisition  unlikely.   Examples  include: 

Wilderness  Inholdings:   We  are  purchasing  wilderness  inholdings  from 
willing  sellers  in  several  wilderness  areas.   This  program  has  been  very 
successful  in  Colorado  and  a  number  of  other  states.   In  many  cases,  the 
cost  to  purchase  these  properties  is  less  thsm   the  administrative  costs 
associated  with  requests  for  access  and  Icind  line  surveys.   Last  year,  at 
the  request  of  this  Committee,  we  completed  a  report  on  wilderness 
inholdings,  the  threats  of  development,  and  acquisition  needs.   Additional 
copies  of  this  report  are  available  upon  request. 

Pacific  Northwest  Streams:   This  acquisition  program  is  focused  on 
acquisition  of  land  in  Oregon  smd  Washington  to  enhance  management  and 
restoration  of  habitat  for  anadromous  fish.   The  objectives  of  this 
acquisition  program  are  in  line  with  key  elements  of  the  Salmon  Summit 
Accord . 

Florida  Wetlands:   We  are  acquiring  key  properties  within  the  Pinhook  Swamp 
located  just  north  of  the  Osceola  National  Forest  in  Florida.   The 
objective  of  this  prograun  is  to  protect  the  hydrological  link  of  the 
wetland  system  that  serves  the  St.  Marys  and  Suwannee  Rivers,  maintain  a 
critical  wildlife  corridor  connecting  the  Okefenokee  Swcimps  to  the  Osceola 
National  Forest,  and  preserve  rare  or  threatened  species  that  live  in  the 
area. 
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Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you.  Thank  you  all  for  coming. 
And,  with  that,  the  committee's  adjourned.  That  completes  our 
hearing. 

[Committee  note.— Additional  committee  questions  and  answers 
for  the  record  follow:] 
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HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

HEARING  ON  THE  FY  1996  FOREST  SERVICE  BUDGET  REQUEST 

(March  22,  1995) 


ADDITIONAL  QUESTIONS  FROM  CHAIRMAN  RALPH  REGULA 

SALVAGE 

Question:  As  you  know  an  emergency  salvage  amendment  was  included  in 
the  recently  passed  rescissions  bill.   Could  you  coiranent  generally  on 
the  Forest  Service's  position  on  that  emergency  provision? 

Answer :  The  Administration  is  concerned  with  the  progress  on  salvage 
sales  and  has  recently  announced  a  plan  to  expedite  consultation 
procedures  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   The  Administration 
remains  ready  to  work  with  Congress  to  find  productive  solutions  to 
this  pressing  problem,  but  believes  the  aunendment  is  unduly  broad  in 
overriding  otherwise  applicable  environmental  law.   The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  provided  the  Congress  an  effects  statement  addressing 
the"  recently-passed  rescission  bills  of  the  House  and  Senate. 

Question:  The  amendment  includes  in  the  definition  of  salvage  the 
removal  of  "associated  trees  or  trees  lacking  the  characteristics  of  a 
healthy  and   vicible  ecosystem."   Does  this  meein  green  sales  and  is 
there  any  estimate  of  how  much  volume  of  these  so-called  associated 
trees  are  likely  to  be  affected? 

Answer:  No,  it  does  not  mean  green  timber  sales.   Green  timber  sales 
will  still  be  financed  through  the  National  Forest  System 
appropriation  for  timber  sales  management.   It  does  mean  that  green 
trees  can  be  harvested  as  a  part  of  a  salvage  sale,  if  removal  of  the 
green  trees  improves  forest  or  ecosystem  health.   The  amendment 
definition  is  almost  identical  to  the  current  Forest  Service 
definition  of  salvage  sales.   Estimates  of  the  volume  of  associated 
green  trees  using  the  current  Forest  Service  definition  were  made  for 
the  FY  1995  salvage  sale  program  cmd  the  FY  1996  salvage  sale  estimate 
in  the  President's  budget.   Associated  green  volume  was  about  23%  (367 
million  board  feet  MMBF)  of  the  FY  1995  salvage  sale  program  and  27% 
(390  MMBF)  of  the  FY  1996  salvage  sale  estimate. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimate  of  how  much  timber  salvage  volume 
exists? 

Answer:  The  total  salvage  volume  (including  dead  and  dying  trees  plus 
associated  green  trees)  that  is  economically  operable  assuming 
compliance  with  basic  forest  land  stewardship  protection  measures 
(i.e.  protection  of  the  productive  capeibility  of  the  site  and  meeting 
NFMA  regeneration  requirements)  is  approximately  12.7  billion  board 
feet.   Not  all  of  this  volume  could  be  harvested  under  existing  laws 
and  standards  and  guidelines. 
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Question:  Some  have  argued  that  very  little  of  the  so-called  salvage 
volume  is  actually  salvageable.   Could  you  comment  on  what  is 
estimated  to  be  available  in  merchantable  salvage  volume? 

Answer :  The  total  salvage  volume  (including  dead  and  dying  trees  plus 
associated  green  trees)  that  is  economically  operable  assuming 
compliance  with  basic  forest  land  stewardship  protection  measures 
(i.e.  protection  of  the  productive  capability  of  the  site  and  meeting 
NFMA  regeneration  requirements)  is  approximately  12.7  billion  board 
feet.   Not  all  of  this  volume  could  be  harvested  under  existing  laws 
cuid  standards  and  guidelines. 

We  estimate  that  about  4.9  billion  board  feet  (BBF)  of  salvage  volume 
is  economically  operable  under  present  requirements  (i.e.,  laws, 
regulations,  forest  plain  standards,  interim  screens,  biological 
opinions,  court  orders,  etc.),  and  that  we  currently  have  the 
organizational  capability  to  prepare  and  offer  aibout  4.4  BBF  over  the 
3 -year  period  FY  95-97.   Under  the  rules  of  the  Taylor  salvage 
cunendment,  our  initial  estimate  is  that  about  6.7  BBF  of  salvage 
volume  would  be  economically  operable,  and  that  we  would  be  able  to 
prepare  and   offer  about  5.6  BBF  during  the  three  year  period  FY  95-97. 

Question:  Are  the  targets  in  the  amendment  achievable?   If  not  what 
level  of  salvage  sales  could  be  achieved  cuid  under  what  circumstances 
i.e.  what  re  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  an  aggressive 
salvage  program? 

Answer:  Full  implementation  of  the  bill  would  add  an  additional 
salvage  volume  of  826  million  board  feet  to  the  planned  1.574  billion 
board  feet  (BBF)  in  FY  1995.   In  FY  1996  the  bill  would  require  an 
additional  1.552  BBF  in  addition  to  the  planned  1.449  BBF.   In  FY  1997 
the  bill  would  require  an  additional  250  million  board  feet  in 
addition  to  the  1.5  BBF  planned.   In  total,  this  would  add  up  to  the 
two  year  volume  reqpjirement  of  6  billion  board  feet. 

The  average  salvage  volume  for  the  past  five  years  has  been  1.8  BBF, 
so  the  amendment  would  require  nearly  doubling  that  amount.   The 
cunendment  also  has  a  timing  requirement  for  offering  the  salvage  for 
sale.   Half  of  the  first  year's  volume  of  3  BBF  would  have  to  be 
offered  within  90  days  of  enactment  of  the  bill.   Even  with  the 
procedural  euid  other  relief  given  in  the  bill,  it  is  very  doubtful 
that  the  Forest  Service  organizationally  could  meet  this  time  frame. 

Regions  cuid  Forests  have  made  preliminary  estimates  on  salvage  volumes 
and  available  organizational  capaibility  under  the  rescission 
cimendment .   There  are  provisions  of  the  sunendments  which  the  Agency  is 
highly  uncertain  about  how  successful  we  might  be  regarding  the  hiring 
baclc  of  retirees  or  the  ability  to  contract  for  services.   Further, 
the  capaJDility  of  the  Regions  amd  Forests  to  meet  the  volume 
requirement  on  an  annual  basis  has  not  been  determined  except  through 
expedited  estimates  provided  by  the  Regions  without  having  the  benefit 
of  the  actual  language  of  the  aunendment .   This  expedited  review 
resulted  in  aui  initial  estimate  that,  under  the  rules  of  the  Taylor 
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salvage  amendment,  we  would  be  aible  to  prepare  and  offer  about  5.6  BBF 
during  the  full  three  year  period  FY  95-97. 

Also,  if  additional  large  fires  occur  this  summer,  this  would  likely 
increase  the  salvage  volume  in  FY  1996  above  that  now  estimated. 

Question:  What  does  "imminently  susceptible  to  fire  or  insect  attack" 
mean.   Does  this  significantly  broaden  the  definition  of  salvage? 

Answer :  Trees  that  are  imminently  susceptible  to  fire  attack  are 
exceptionally  dense  with  heavy  ground  and  ladder  fuels;  if  a  fire 
starts,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  suppress  it.   These  trees  are  in 
dire  need  of  thinning  cind  fuel  treatment . 

Trees  that  are  imminently  susceptible  to  insect  attack  have  often 
already  been  attacked  by  insects,  or  are  under  such  severe  stress  from 
drought  that  their  foliage  has  changed  color.   These  trees  usually 
occur  in  association  with  other  trees  that  have  received  fatal  insect 
attacks.   Near- term  mortality  cem  be  predicted  with  a  high  degree  of 
confidence . 

Imminent  susceptibility  does  not  significantly  broaden  the  definition 
of  salvage.   When  salvaging,  the  Forest  Service  attempts  to  remove  all 
trees  that  are  expected  to  die  within  a  short  period  of  time  so  that 
repeated  ground-disturbing  entries  are  minimized. 

Question:  Would  the  provision  that  allows  the  use  of  a  document 
prepared  prior  to  enactment  of  this  act  for  the  purposes  of  an 
environmental  assessment  result  in  using  outdated  information  and  what 
are  the  potential  consequences  of  using  old  data  if  any? 

Answer:  This  provision  does  not  automatically  result  in  using  outdated 
information.  The  act  states  that  a  document  prepared  prior  to  the  act 
"may"  be  used  in  lieu  of  a  new  document. 

If  old  data  were  to  be  used,  poor  decisions  could  result.   If  new 
circumstances  or  significcint  information  that  is  relevcint  to  the 
proposal  or  effects  is  available,  the  agency  would  consider  it  in  the 
decision  making  process. 

Question:  Would  the  time  requirements  for  offering  these  sales 
necessitate  the  use  of  old  data? 

Answer:  Some  data  could  be  gathered  as  part  of  normal  salvage  sale 
field  reconnaissance  and  planning.   Beyond  that,  existing  data  would 
need  to  be  utilized  in  order  to  meet  the  time  requirements  in  the 
salvage  amendment . 

Question:  Under  normal  circumstances  how  long  does  it  take  to  prepare 
sale  documentation,  versus  the  90  days  in  the  House-passed  amendment? 

Answer:  Salvage  sales  are  given  a  priority  euid  an  expedited  salvage 
sale  process  is  included  in  the  agency's  directive  system.   An 
environmental  impact  statement  can  be  completed  in  approximately  1 
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year.   Expedited  environmental  impact  statements  have  been  completed 
in  as  short  a  time  as  four  months.   The  time  frame  depends  on  the 
significance  of  the  actions  and  the  sensitivity  of  the  area.   If  the 
salvage  sale  activity  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  an  environmental  assessment  can  be  completed  in  about  6 
months.   If  the  salvage  sale  qualifies  to  be  categorically  excluded 
from  documentation,  the  environmental  amalysis  can  be  completed  in 
about  45  days.   These  times  do  not  include  additional  time  for 
possible  appeal . 

Question:  Under  normal  circumstances  how  long  does  it  take  to  publish 
a  notice  of  sale  versus  the  IS  days  in  the  House -passed  amendment? 

Answer:  Sales  are  normally  advertised  for  30  days.   However,  36  CFR 
223.81  provides  that  the  advertising  period  may  be  shortened  to  not 
less  theui  7  days  in  emergency  situations  where  prompt  removal  is 
essential  to  avoid  deterioration  or  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  the 
spread  of  insects. 

Question:  Under  normal  circumstamces  how  long  does  it  take  to  offer  a 
sale  versus  the  30  days  in  the  House -passed  eunendment? 

Answer :  Sales  are  normally  offered  through  advertisement  for  30  days. 

Question:  The  amendment  allows  for  the  use  of  expedited  fire  contract 
procedures.   What  does  this  mecun  and  does  this  in  euiy  way  put  us  at 
risk  in  terms  of  fire  prevention  smd  control? 

Answer :  The  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations  allows  for  "less  theui  full 
and  open  competition"  in  emergency  situations  (41  U.S.C.  253(c) (2)) . 
This  authority  applies  in  those  situations  where  (1)  an   unusual  and 
convening  urgency  precludes  full  and  open  competition,  and  (2)  delay 
in  award  of  a  contract  would  result  in  serious  injury,  finemcial  or 
other,  to  the  Government.   This  authority  requires  that  the  federal 
government  request  offers  from  as  many  potential  sources  as  is 
practicable  under  the  circumsteuices.   Use  of  this  authority  in  the 
acquisition  process  should  not  have  any   intact  in  terms  of  fire 
prevention  and  control. 

Question:  For  45  days  after  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  challenge  to  a 
salvage  timber  sale  the  Secretary  cam  take  no  action  to  award 
challenged  sales  in  the  proposed  amendment.   What  happens  after  the  45 
days,  would  sales  automatically  go  forward? 

Answer:  This  cunendment  grants  the  agency  the  authority  to  proceed  with 
award  of  the  timber  sale  after  the  45  days  unless  the  court  has 
pejrmanently  enjoined,  modified,  or  voided  the  sale.   This  action  is 
not  necessarily  automatic,  but  at  the  discretion  of  the  agency. 
However,  the  House -passed  amendment  also  states  that  the  provisions  of 
5  U.S.C.  705,  which  allow  the  agencies  to  postpone  the  effective  date 
of  agency  action  pending  judicial  review  to  prevent  irreparaUole 
injury,  shall  not  apply. 
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Question:  According  to  the  House -passed  amendment.  Section  705  of 
title  5  of  the  USC  shall  not  apply  to  any  challenge  to  such  a  sale. 
What  is  the  impact  of  this  lancfuage? 

Answer:  Under  the  House -passed  cunendment,  courts  would  be  prohibited 
from  issuing  preliminary  injiinctions  with  respect  to  individual 
salvage  timber  sales  conducted  under  the  legislation.   The  language 
also  prohibits  5  U.S.C.  705  from  applying  to  any  challges  to  such 
sales.   This  would  appear  to  prohibit  an  agency  from  postponing  the 
effective  date  of  a  challenged  salvage  sale  pending  judicial  review 
and  would  prohibit  courts  from  postponing  a  challenged  salvage  sale  to 
preserve  the  status  quo  during  judicial  review. 

Under  the  House -passed  eunendment,  the  Secretary  would  be  prohibited 
from  awarding  a  challenged  sale  for  45  days  after  the  date  a  challenge 
is  filed.   Courts  are  to  render  final  dicisions  within  that  45  day 
period.   Thus,  even  though  a  court  would  not  issue  a  preliminary 
injunction,  amd  an  agency  could  not  stay  its  action  under  5  U.S.C.  705 
pending  judicial  review,  the  agency  could  not  award  a  sale  for  45  days 
after  a  challenge  is  filed.   However,  absent  a  final  court  decision 
within  the  45  day  period,  agencies  could  act  after  that  time,  which 
might  lessen  further  value  loss  from  deterioration. 

Question:  Would  the  exclusion  provisions  totally  exclude  entry  into 
roadless  areas  and  if  so  how  many  miles  of  road  would  be  required  to 
be  built  in  roadless  areas  to  meet  the  meindates  and  do  you  know  where 
these  roadless  entries  would  likely  occur? 

Answer:  The  exclusion  provisions  would  not  exclude  entry  into  areas 
that  are  maintained  in  a  roadless  condition  in  applicedsle  Icuid 
management  plans  but  that  are  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.   To  produce  the  sunount  of  salvage  volume  that  our  initial 
estimate  indicated  as  our  capability  under  the  Taylor  amendment  (5.6 
BBF  for  FY  95-97)  would  require  approximately  an  additional  17  miles 
of  road  construction  in  inventoried  roadless  areas  as  compared  to  our 
estimated  program  under  existing  rules.   The  total  miles  of  road 
construction  in  roadless  areas  under  the  amendment  is  estimated  to  be 
cibout  143  miles  as  compared  to  126  miles  under  existing  i-ules.   These 
roadless  entries  are  expected  to  occur  in  all  Regions  except  Regions 
3,  8,  cind  10.   The  majority  of  this  road  construction  would  be  in 
Region  4 . 

Question:  The  House-passed  amendment  releases  all  remaining  section 
318  sales.   Why  have  these  sales  not  gone  forward? 

Answer:   The  sales  were  suspended  as  a  result  of  biological  opinions 
for  threatened  or  endangered  species  (northern  spotted  owl  and   marbled 
murrelet) .   Because  of  a  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  jeopardy 
determination,  sales  that  were  determined  to  be  occupied  by  these 
species  or  where  surveys  were  not  yet  completed  were  suspended.   As 
surveys  are  completed,  timber  sales  that  are  not  occupied  can  be 
released.   Under  the  simendment,  the  sales  could  be  released  regardless 
of  occupamcy. 
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Oueetion:  What  is  the  estimated  cost  of  this  salvage  proposal  in  terms 
of  road  construction,  timber  harvest  administration  etc.? 

Answer:  We  assume  this  question  refers  to  the  salvage  sale  amendment 
in  the  recently  passed  rescission  bill.   The  organizational  capability 
with  the  strecunlining  provisions  of  the  amendment  applied  is  estimated 
at  5.4  billion  board  feet.   Therefore,  the  estimates  of  costs  that 
follow  will  not  be  incurred  given  the  current  capability. 

Cost  estimates  for  an   additional  3.0  billion  board  feet  of  salvage 
volume  are  $222  million  spread  over  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998. 
These  costs  assume  the  amendment  can  be  implemented  exactly  as  written 
immediately;  delay  in  the  enactment  of  the  amendment  would  reduce  the 
estimated  costs  that  follow.   Based  on  previous  budget  requests  and 
expenditures  it  appears  these  costs  will  be  as  follows:  sale 
preparation  including  resource  support,  silvicultural  exauninations, 
iuid  NEPA  £±>out  $102  million;   harvest  administration  about  $55 
million;  and  engineering  to  support  roads  $65  million. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  return  to  the  Treasury? 

Answer :  We  assume  this  question  refers  to  the  salvage  sale  eunendment 
in  the  recently  passed  recission  bill.   The  organizational  capability 
with  the  streamlining  provisions  of  the  autiendment  applied  is  estimated 
at  5.4  billion  board  fee.   Therefore,  the  estimates  of  returns  that 
follow  are  not  achievcible  given  the  current  capability. 

Cost  suid  receipt  estimates  were  calculated  based  on  implementing  the 
amendment  by  April  1,  1995  and  as  exactly  written.  Any   delay  in 
enactment  of  the  amendment  will  reduce  the  estimated  returns.   Under 
this  scenario  approximately  $444  million  of  additional  receipts  from 
the  additional  salvage  volume  would  be  generated  over  fiscal  years 
1995  through  1998.   First,  the  salvage  sale  fund  would  be  reimbursed 
for  the  estimated  net  additional  cost  of  $158  million  dollars  ($222 
million  of  additional  cost  minus  $64  million  of  savings  from  current 
salvage  progreun)  for  the  additional  volume  over  the  period.   It  is 
also  estimated  that  oUsout  $119  million  would  be  required  for  Knutson  - 
Vandenberg  (K-V)  collections  for  reforestation  and  other  resource 
improvements.   An  estimated  $112  million  in  payments  to  States  would 
be  made  in  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998.   Subtracting  these  costs 
cuid  payments  to  states  from  the  projected  receipts  leaves  $55  million 
availcJsle  for  return  to  the  Treasury,  either  as  National  Forest  Fund 
collections  on  individual  timber  sales  or  as  excess  Salvage  Sale  Fund 
collections. 

Question:  Why  is  such  em  emergency  response  needed?  Has  the  Forest 
Service  not  been  doing  its  job  with  respect  to  salvage  timber  sales 
and  if  not  why  not? 

Answer :  The  Forest  Seirvice  has  been  doing  well  given  its  existing 
resources  and  the  procedures  that  exist  for  implementing  Federal 
environmental  laws,  such  as  interagency  coordination  on  the  Endcingered 
Species  Act.   However,  the  volume  of  salvage  is  unprecedented  and  has 
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taxed  our  ability  to  prepare  £uid  offer  it  as  rapidly  as  would  be 
desircible . 

Question:  Everyone  seems  to  be  in  general  agreement  that  the  forest 
health  issue  is  am  important  one,  but  the  response  to  that  problem  is 
not  generally  agreed  upon.   What  specifically  do  you  see  as  the 
problems  with  respect  to  existing  laws,  administrative  policies  and 
court  proceedings  that  impede  the  salvage  process  and  what  can  aind 
should  be  done  long  term  to  deal  with  this  problem? 

Answer:  First,  it  must  be  clearly  understood  that  salvage  and  forest 
health  are  not  the  same  auid  therefore,  not  interchangeable.   The  most 
importeuit  and  urgent  responses  to  the  current  forest  health  crisis 
involve  density  control  of  forested  stauids  auad  the  return  of 
prescribed  fire  to  the  ecosystem.   Most  salvage  is  done  post -facto  cuid 
is  cuialogous  to  closing  the  bam  door  once  the  horse  has  left. 

There  is  surprising  agreement  across  diverse  interests  on  what  should 
be  done  to  address  the  forest  health  question.   During  the  scoping 
cmd  public  sensing  phase  of  the  Western  Forest  Health  Initiative,  the 
team  listened  to  over  40  Congressional  staffs,  30  non- governmental 
orgouiizations,  other  federal  and  state  agencies  eind  several  Tribal 
nations.   This  information  was  used  in  developing  the  "Humam 
Dimension"  portion  of  the  prioritization  framework.   Among  the  areas 
of  support,  we  found  that  the  vast  majority  of  those  interviewed 
supported:  projects  in  the  wildland-urbaui  interface;  projects  along 
major  travel  corridors;  creation  of  fuel  breaks;  projects  in  areas 
which  are  supported  by  bioregional  auid  watershed  assessments;  density 
level  control  and  intermediate  stauid  treatments;  auid  projects  in 
short -interval,  fire -adapted  ecosystems. 

When  the  92  western  forest  supervisors  were  asked  adDout  legal  amd 
administrative  barriers,  over  1100  comments  were  received.   Mauiy  were 
local  problems  well  within  the  authority  of  local  line  officers  to 
solve.   Some  were  larger  in  scope,  dealing  with  core  processes,  and 
cutting  across  administrative  units.   Examples  of  some  of  these 
included:  problems  with  consultation  process  on  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  cuid  state  historic  preservation  offices;  appeals  auid  law  suits 
designed  to  override  well  executed  administrative  process;  conflicting 
laws  atnd  regulations. 

Question:  What  other  remedies  exist  for  dealing  with  the  forest  health 
issue.   For  exaunple  what  should  be  done  with  respect  to  thinning  and 
other  treatments  to  restore  forest  health? 

Answer:  A  wide  variety  of  treatments  can  be  used  to  restore  forest 
health  on  National  Forest  System  lamds .   Thinning  is  a  key  tool  we 
need  to  utilize  to  restore  forest  health,  as  overdense  stands  have 
developed  over  large  areas  in  the  aJssence  of  fire  disturbamces .   Both 
precommercial  and  commercial  thinning  treatments  will  be  needed. 
These  thinnings  will  accon^lish  several  objectives.   First,  thinnings 
provide  the  opportunity  to  reduce  stand  density  amd  thereby  provide 
additional  moisture  amd  nutrients  to  the  remaining  trees.   This,  will 
subsequently  improve  vigor  and  resistance  to  insects  and  diseases. 
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Second,  thinnings  enable  rearrangement  of  fuels.   Overly  dense 
standing  live  trees,  often  overtopped  and  of  low  vigor,  can  form  fuel 
ladders  up  into  the  main  tree  canopy  enabling  low- intensity  ground 
fires  to  become  raging  crown  fires.   Through  thinnings,  these  trees 
can  be  removed  or  left  more  widely  spaced  to  make  it  easier  to  control 
losses  from  wildfire. 

Fuel  treatment  activities  are  also  of  critical  importance  in  dealing 
with  forest  health  issues.   Prescribed  fire  will  be  a  key  tool  to  help 
promote  forest  health,  particularly  in  the  Western  U.S.   Through 
prescribed  fire,  we  have  the  opportunity  to  reduce  fuel  loads  and  deal 
with  fine,  flashy  fuels  which  give  rise  to  stand- replacing  wildfires 
Some  areas  will  be  difficult  to  bum  by  virtue  of  either  terrain 
characteristics,  the  lack  of  suitable  burning  windows,  or  because  of 
air  quality  considerations.   In  these  areas,  we  will  need  to  rearrange 
fuels  through  either  manual  or  mechanical  treatments.   Many  areas  will 
need  a  combination  of  both  thinning  treatments  to  prepare  sites  for 
burning,  followed  by  prescribed  fire  or  mechanical  treatment  to 
effectively  reduce  fuel  loading  levels  which  have  been  decades  in  the 
making. 

A  variety  of  other  treatments  will  also  have  application  to  the  forest 
health  problem.   Where  insect  epidemics  occur,  direct  and  indirect 
pest  suppression  measures  will  be  needed.   Weed  control  and  vegetation 
management  activities  will  also  play  an  important  role  in  promoting 
forest  health,  particularly  on  disturbed  areas  where  pron^t 
revegetation  or  reforestation  efforts  are  warreinted. 

Question:  What  did  we  spend  in  FY  1994  on  fighting  forest  fires  and 
what  was  spent  on  fire  prevention? 

Answer:  The  total  expenditure  for  the  Emergency  Forest  Service  Fire 
Fighting  fund  in  FY  1994  was  $757  million. 

Prevention  is  part  of  the  Forest  Service  Fire  Protection  (FFFP) 
appropriation  and  is  not  separated  out  from  the  other  activities  of 
detection,  initial  attack,  fuels  treatment,  mobilization,  and  other 
presuppression  activities.   The  total  for  FFFP  in  FY  1994  was 
$186,068,000. 


WAYNE  NATIONAL  PORBST 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  For  the  record  could  you  provide  an  update  on  the  status  of 
land  acquisition  in  the  Wayne  i.e.  unobligated  balances,  acres 
purchased,  outstanding  offers  etc.? 

Answer:  Our  current  unobligated  balance  in  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  is  $3,594.   At  this  time  in  FY  1995,  we  have 
conpleted  acquisition  of  442  acres,  76  of  which  were  minerals  rights 
only.   In  addition,  there  are  26  cases  totaling  6,646  acres  under 
option  with  two  additional  tracts  totaling  3,534  acres  being  processed 
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for  Congressional  oversight .   The  Wayne  National  Forest  currently 
consists  of  over  220,000  acres. 

Question:  Last  year  we  talked  cibout  the  increasing  opposition  to  land 
acquisition  in  the  Wayne  which  you  attributed  in  large  measure  to  the 
frustration  over  the  declining  timber  program  and  the  lack  of  an 
active  oil  smd  gas  leasing  program.   Has  any  progress  been  made  in 
these  commodity  areas  and  what  do  you  project  for  commodity  production 
on  the  Wayne  prospectively? 

Answer:  Yes,  we  have  made  progress  in  both  the  timber  and  mineral 
areas.   We  are  now  in  the  process  of  in^lementing  a  timber  harvest 
that  should  be  offered  for  sale  in  late  April.   This  timber  hairvest 
was  considered  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  Bluegrass  Ridge 
Restoration  Project.   This  project  is  our  first  timber  sale  that  uses 
an  ecosystem  mauiagement  approach  to  analyze  forest  meuiagement .   An 
estimated  1.5  MMBF  of  high  quality  oak  auid  hardwood  sawtimber  should 
be  sold  by  June . 

In  the  mineral  leasing  arena,  we  plan  to  submit  a  list  of  tracts  to 
our  Regional  Office  to  be  forwarded  to  the  Bureau  of  Leind  Management 
for  the  leasing  of  federally  owned  oil  cuid  gas  rights.   We  anticipate 
a  total  of  14,000  acres  eventually  being  submitted  to  the  ELM  during 
FY' 95  for  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  rights. 

Question:  Apparently  the  Forest  Service  put  an   option  on  a  parcel  of 
land  adjacent  to  a  golf  course  (Ironton  Countiry  Club)  which  the  golf 
course  owner  was  interested  in  purchasing  to  expemd  to  an  18 -hole 
facility.   After  learning  of  the  Country  Club's  interest  in  the  parcel 
the  Forest  Service  began  working  on  an  exchange  opportunity.   What  is 
the  status  of  that  exchcinge  effort? 

Answer:  On  February  7,  1989,  the  Forest  Service  optioned  the  Jeffries 
property,  a  1286 -acre  tract  surrounding  the  Ironton  Country  Club.   The 
case  was  processed,  amd  a  deed  was  signed  on  December  19,  1991.   The 
Forest  Service  became  aware  of  the  country  club's  desire  to  expand 
just  prior  to  completing  the  acquisition.   At  that  time,  the  option 
was  a  binding  contract  on  the  United  States  and  the  Jeffries  family 
did  not  want  to  delay  the  sale  to  consider  an  offer  from  the  country 
club. 

The  Forest  Service  is  continuing  to  discuss  leuid  exchamge  alternatives 
with  the  Ironton  Country  Club.   In  February  of  1994,  parcels  were 
identified  on  both  sides  of  the  exchange  eind  appraisals  were 
completed.   A  preliminary  cultural  resource  survey  has  identified 
significeuit  archeological  sites  which  merit  further  investigation. 
The  country  club  is  currently  negotiating  with  aui  archeological 
service  to  con^lete  those  investigations. 

In  addition  to  the  the  National  Forest  System  lands,  the  Ironton 
Country  Club  is  negotiating  for  additional  private  tracts  which  are 
needed  to  ccxnplete  their  expauision.   Of  the  proposed  9  hole  expansion 
of  the  golf  course,  only  4  holes  will  be  located  on  what  is  now  Forest 
Service  property,  with  the  remainder  on  two  private  tracts.   Exchange 
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of  the  land  surrounding  the  golf  course  will  be  coopleted  as  soon  as 
those  additional  private  tracts  are  secured. 

Question:  Your  budget  proposes  $750,000  for  Isund  acquisition  in  the 
Wayne  in  fiscal  year  1996.   Vfhat  specifically  is  planned  for 
acquisition  with  that  money  and  what  would  be  the  impact  of  halting 
acquisition  in  the  Wayne  for  one  year? 

Answer:  Currently,  there  are  approximately  1,250  acres  offered 
throughout  the  Wayne  National  Forest  that  would  further  consolidate 
ownership  and  provide  increased  protection  of  natural  resources.   If 
acquisition  is  halted,  we  are  concerned  that  the  potential  sellers 
will  turn  to  the  private  market  and  split  the  tracts  into  smaller 
lots,  subsequently  fragmenting  further  the  ecosystems  and   making 
management  more  difficult.   Continued  subdivision  of  the  private 
property  will  make  future  acquisition  of  these  tracts  more  difficult 
and  expensive . 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  had  an  option  on  the  Witten  tract  in  1993 
but  because  of  local  opposition  to  the  purchase  did  not  follow 
through.   As  I  understand  it  that  tract  had  been  offered  for  sale  for 
industrial  development  since  the  mid  1960s.   Since  the  Forest  Service 
did  not  exercise  their  option  what  has  happened  with  the  tract  and  has 
the  locally  anticipated  industrial  development  occurred? 

Answer :  Three  parcels  of  land  totaling  135  acres  of  the  510-acre  tract 
have  been  sold  leaving  375  acres  still  for  sale.   The  lands  that  have 
sold  are  currently  used  in  the  following  manner: 

20  acres  were  purchased  by  cui  cunusement  conpany  to  store  carnival 

rides. 

55  acres  were  purchased  by  an  adjoining  landowner  who  has  leased 

the  tract  to  a  trucking  company  for  trxick  parking. 

60  acres  were  purchased  by  a  development  con^any  to  be  marketed 

for  light  industrial  development. 

A  fourth  parcel  of  50  acres  is  pending  sale  with  no  cuinouncement 

of  future  use . 


SUPERVISOR'S  OFFICE 

Question:  What  is  the  current  situation  with  respect  to  vacsuncies  on 
the  Wayne? 

Answer :  The  Supervisor's  Office  of  the  Wayne  has  a  total  of  eleven 
positions  of  which  nine  are  currently  filled.   The  two  recently 
vacated  positions  are  the  Administrative  Assistant  and  Information 
Resources  Manager.   T^plications  are  now  being  evaluated  for  both 
positions.   The  jobs  are  e:q>ected  to  be  filled  within  a  short  time. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  land  acquisition,  planning  and  design 
for  a  new  supervisor's  office? 
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Answer :  The  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  has  tentatively  agreed 
to  convey  to  the  United  States  the  Floodwood  Rest  Area  for  use  as  an 
office  site.   The  6-acre  parcel  of  Icuid,  situated  on  State  Route  33 
between  Athens  amd  Nelsonville,  will  signif icsuitly  improve  service  to 
the  public.   The  Forest  Service  will  provide  visitor  information 
services  as  well  as  all  the  service  to  travelers  now  being  offered  by 
the  State  of  Ohio.   The  Athens  Convention  emd  Visitor's  Bureau  has 
offered  to  help  operate  visitor  information  services  which  will 
include  recreational  opportunities  for  all  of  Southeastern  Ohio 
besides  information  specific  to  the  Wayne  National  Forest. 

Plsuining  for  the  new  office  site  is  underway.   Regional  Office 
representatives  have  scheduled  meetings  in  April  to  evaluate  the  site, 
and  construction  could  begin  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

Question:  Is  establishing  a  new  office  location  a  priority  and  if  so 
what  is  the  impact  of  not  proceeding  with  the  project? 

Answer:  EstcUslishing  a  new  office  is  high  priority  for  the  Forest. 
The  current  office  is  a  leased  facility  on  one  acre  designed  for  a 
District  Office  with  a  maximum  of  16  permanent  employees .   When  the 
Supervisor's  Office  was  esteU>lished,  a  warehouse  was  converted  to 
office  space,  and  the  number  of  employees  grew  to  27.   In  some  cases 
two  or  more  employees  share  the  space  normally  required  for  one. 
There  are  currently  only  6  parking  spaces  for  visitors  and  barely 
enough  for  fleet  auid  enployee  parking.   Warehouse  space  was  greatly 
reduced  to  provide  office  space.   In  addition,  storage,  workspace,  emd 
wiring  for  computers  is  inadequate. 

Diminished  service  to  the  public  is  the  biggest  inpact  of  not 
est£U>lishing  a  new  office.   The  new  site  will  make  the  headquarters 
more  visible  auid  accessible  to  the  public.   It  will  offer  better 
facilities,  more  services,  better  parking,  and  accessibility  for  the 
physically  challenged.   It  will  facilitate  the  modem  technology  that 
will  help  the  Forest  Service  become  better  managers  of  the  public's 
National  Forest. 

Question:  What  funding  if  any  would  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1996  to 
get  started  on  the  development  of  a  supervisor's  office  site? 

Answer :  The  estimate  of  funds  needed  to  establish  a  new  headquarters 
for  the  Wayne  National  Forest  is  $3,000,000  needed  in  1996. 


CONSTROCTION 

032.  Guest ion:  Has  construction  been  completed  on  the  Shawnee  Fire  Tower? 
Answer :  Yes,  the  contract  release  was  signed  May  24,  1994. 

033.  Question:  No  funding  has  been  provided  to  stabilize  and  restore  the 
Ring  Mill  House.   What  is  the  impact  of  continuing  to  delay  this 
restoration  effort  and  is  $30,000  still  the  correct  eunount  needed  to 
stabilize  the  facility? 
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Answer:  The  response  to  Question  39  below  includes  the  answer  to  this 
question. 

Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  you  would  use  the  facility  for  an 
interpretive  center.   Is  this  facility  located  in  aui  area  of  high 
public  use  and  is  such  a  facility  needed? 

Answer:  There  is  potential  to  eventually  use  this  site  as  an 
interpretive  center;  however,  because  it  is  not  in  an  area  of  high 
public  use,  the  final  decision  to  begin  developing  this  site  as  an 
interpretive  center  has  not  been  made.   The  immediate  plcui  (FY95 
funding)  is  to  stsUsilize  the  Ring  Hill  House  to  prevent  further 
deterioration  of  this  National  Register  Property. 

Question:  No  funding  was  provided  last  year  to  continue  the  LcOce 
Vesuvius  recreation  project.   What  was  the  impact  of  not  continuing 
this  project  and   is  this  area  a  high  use  recreation  site.   Are  last 
year's  cost  estimates  still  accurate?   Is  this  a  priority  recreation 
project  for  the  Forest?   Is  the  $178,000  in  your  FY  1996  budget  for  a 
waterline  replacement  at  Lake  Vesuvius  a  critical  safety  project? 

Answer:  The  Lake  Vesuvius  Recreation  project  is  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  Wayne's  most  heavily  used  recreation  area.   The  lack  of  funding  in 
Fy95  delayed  the  start  of  a  seriously  needed  reconstruction.   The  Lake 
Vesuvius  Recreation  Area  draws  visitors  from  a  three -state  area,  with 
use  dreunatically  increasing  on  an  cinnual  basis.   Last  year's  cost 
estimates  reflect  approximate  costs.   With  the  con^letion  of  the  Leith 
Run  project,  the  implementation  of  the  Vesuvius  master  plan  becomes 
the  Forest's  highest  developed  recreation  priority.   The  water  line 
replacement  at  Leike  Vesuvius  is  high  priority  for  health,  safety,  cuid 
operational  reasons. 

Question:  Last  year  $50,000  was  provided  to  complete  construction  of 
Stone  Church  Horse  Cctmp .   Has  this  project  been  con^jleted? 

Answer :  The  Stone  Church  Horse  Camp  has  not  been  con^leted.   The  ccui^ 
has  been  designed  and  the  contract  advertised,  but  bids  exceeded  the 
amount  availetble.   The  project  is  presently  being  reviewed  and 
modified,  and  will  soon  be  ready  to  be  readvertised.   The  $50,000 
provided  in  FY95  will  allow  the  forest  to  conplete  this  project  this 
fiscal  year. 

Question:  $125,000  was  provided  in  FY  1995  to  complete  the  Leith  Run 
Recreation  Area.  Has  this  project  been  completed  and  is  this  facility 
fully  operational? 

Answer :  The  $125,000  provided  to  coo^lete  the  Leith  Run  Recreation 
Area  is  being  used  to  complete  the  finishing  touches  on  this  project, 
which  is  expected  to  be  open  to  the  public  the  first  week  in  May.   A 
portion  of  this  funding  is  being  used  to  dredge  the  boat  ramp   area  at 
this  site.   This  dredging  is  in  conjunction  with  a  Corps  of  Engineers 
contract  ctnd  is  pending  their  ability  to  obtain  a  fair  contract  price. 
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038.  Question:  $200  was  earmarked  for  the  Scuid  Run  picnic  area.  Has  this 
project  been  completed? 

Answer:  The  reconstruction  of  this  existing  recreation  area  is 
incomplete,  as  it  is  still  in  the  design  phase.   Sand  Run  will  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

039.  Question:  $200,000  was  earmarked  for  cultural  cuid  historic  resources 
surveys.  What  is  the  status  of  these  surveys  and  how  much  is  needed 
to  continue  this  activity  in  FY  1996? 

Answer:  For  the  purpose  of  clarification,  our  initial  heritage  recjuest 
was  for : 

a)  cultural  resource/archaeological  inventory  ($96,000  -  6,000  acres 
inventoried) , 

b)  inventory  and  evaluation  of  historic  structures  ($30,000  -  10 
structures) , 

c)  stcibilization  of  the  Ring  Mill  House  ($30,000),  emd 

d)  $44,000  of  associated  overhead  costs. 

All  work  is  to  be  accomplished  by  contracts,  eind  the  overall  total  is 
$200,000.   The  contracts  are  currently  being  developed  in  this  order: 
cultural  resource/archaeological  inventory  (will  be  delivered  to  the 
Contracting  Officer  by  3-31-95) ,  Ring  Mill  House  stabilization,  euid 
inventory/evaluation  of  historic  structures  (both  by  July,  at  the 
latest) . 

To  continue  these  activities  in  FY  1996,  our  estimated  needs  are 
$220,000.   This  would  continue  the  cultural  and  historic  survey  and 
building  evaluations  on  the  Wayne  National  Forest  as  follows: 

a)  cultural  resource/archeological  inventory  ($96,000  -  6,000 
acres) , 

b)  inventory  auid  evaluation  of  existing  structures  ($30,000  - 
approximately  10  structures) , 

c)  conduct  Historic  Americcin  Building  Survey /Historic  American 
Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  surveys  for  mitigative  detailed 
documentation  of  historic  structures  that  are  either  listed  on, 
or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  ($40,000 
-  5  structures) ,  emd 

d)  $54,000  of  associated  overhead. 

Approximately  32%  of  the  Wayne  National  Forest's  ownership  has  been 
inventoried  for  cultural  resources.  This  funding  level  will  allow  for 
approximately  an  additional  2%  of  the  ownership  to  be  surveyed.  It 
should  also  be  noted  that  the  additional  earmarked  heritage  dollars 
are  being  used  to  ensure  that  the  Wayne  National  Forest  complies  with 
various  federal  laws  which  govern  heritage  resources  (e.g.  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act, 
N.E.P.A. ,  etc.) . 
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Question:  Last  year  $100,000  was  earmarked  for  trails  construction 
projects  in  the  Wayne.   How  many  miles  of  trails  were  constructed  and 
rehabilitated  and  where? 

Answer :  The  $100,000  will  reconstruct  10  miles  of  ORV  trails  in  the 
Dorr  Run  ORV  where  high  demand  has  created  extensive  trail  damage. 

Question:  Based  on  the  recently  completed  trails  master  plan  what  is 
needed  in  FY  1996  for  trails? 

Answer:  The  plan  for  FY96  is  to  move  toward  the  completion  of  the 
Kinderhook  Horse  Trail  project  in  Washington  County.   In  addition,  the 
Forest  is  working  with  the  ORV  users  to  implement  the  desired  future 
condition  for  the  ORV  trail  system  on  the  forest .   ORV  trails  are 
receiving  a  high  amount  of  use,  which  is  causing  extensive  deunage  to 
the  trails.   The  construction  of  bridges  on  the  North  Country  Trail 
will  provide  for  safe  crossings  on  this  national  scenic  trail. 

FY  1996  Needs: 

Kinderhook  Horse  Trail  -  Washington  County  -  $150,000 

ORV  Trail  Implementation  -  Lawrence  &  Hocking  -  $200,000 

Trail  Signing  -  Forest  Wide  -  $100,000 

North  Country  Trail  Bridges  -  Perry,  Washington,  S200. 000 

Monroe 

Total  $650,000 

Question:  It  is  my  understeuiding  that  the  State  of  Ohio  has  mandated 
that  the  Lake  Vesuvius  dam  correction  be  accomplished  by  December 
1995.   Is  any  money  budgeted  for  this  aind  if  not  what  is  the  impact  of 
not  complying  with  the  state  mcindate? 

Answer :  There  are  currently  no  funds  budgeted  for  this  project. 

If  we  fail  to  correct  problems  concerning  the  dam,  the  Ohio  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  has  the  option  of  breeching  the  dam,  something 
that  would  be  highly  adverse  to  local  communities  as  well  as  the 
Forest  Service.   We  are  keeping  the  state  informed  of  our  progress, 
and  they  are  aware  that  we  will  not  meet  the  December  1995  deadline. 
This  appears  to  be  acceptable  as  long  as  we  continue  to  show   "good 
faith"  in  proceeding  with  the  corrections.   We  are  looking  further  at 
economic  solutions  and  the  potential  for  phasing  the  project. 
However,  it  is  impossible  to  budget  on  a  forest  level,  as  total  costs 
exceed  our  entire  forest  budget . 

Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  before  the  Forest  Service  would 
give  any  priority  for  funding  these  dam  safety  projects  alternatives 
to  meeting  the  new  dam  stcuidards  would  need  to  be  developed  and 
euialyzed.   Has  that  review  occurred  and  what  is  the  Forest  Service's 
response  to  addressing  these  dam  safety  issues? 

Answer:  Recent  changes  in  daun  safety  standards  require  new  dams  to 
pass  higher  flood  flows  than  in  the  past.  These  new  stemdards  are 
applied  to  existing  deuns  when  the  safety  inspection  and  hazard 
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assessment  is  ccstnpleted  for  each  dam,  typically  every  five  years.   The 
alternative  methods  used  for  passing  the  additional  flood  waters  vary 
in  costs  eund  environmental  inpacts.   The  methods  are  developed  cuid 
analyzed  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

044.  Question:  Are  these  dams  considered  high  hazard?  What  specifically  is 
the  threat  from  these  dams? 

Answer :  Changes  in  dam  safety  standards  will  change  the  classification 
of  some  of  the  dams  to  high  hazard.   A  deun' s  inability  to  handle  the 
flood  water  poses  a  threat  to  property  and  structures  and  could 
ultimately  result  in  a  fatality. 

045.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Heuiging  Rock  Road  project  and  what 
funding  is  needed  to  complete  this  project? 

Answer:  The  Hanging  Rock  Road  project  (Phase  1)  construction  is 
currently  in  winter  shutdown  due  to  weather  constraints.   The 
contractor  has  until  June  6,  1995,  to  complete  the  project.   Due  to 
unforeseen  geologic  conditions  (primarily  subsurface  water  intrusion) 
and  other  factors,  the  contract  will  overrun  significantly.   An 
additional  $80,000  is  required  for  completion  of  this  portion  of  the 
project. 

To  complete  the  entire  project  proposed  at  Hanging  Rock,  an  additional 
$500,000  is  needed,  which  includes  the  $80,000  requested  above.   This 
funding  will  provide  upgrades  of  the  access  roads  to  the  fishing  ponds 
in  the  area,  slide-in  boat  access  points,  hardening  of  dispersed 
Ccunpsites,  bulletin  boards,  trailhead  signing,  eind  appropriate 
semitary  facilities. 

046.  Question:  For  the  record  please  provide  a  list  of  the  forest's  high 
priority  recreation  construction  projects  and  which  counties  these 
projects  are  located  in. 

Answer :  The  list  follows: 

1.  Lake  Vesuvius  Dam  Reconstruction  -  Lawrence  County  -     $4,158,628 
Con^lete  reconstruction  of  the  dam  to  meet  probable  maximiim 

flood  standards. 

2.  Lake  Vesuvius  Water  Line  -  Lawrence  County  -  $  232,000 
Contract  installation  of  Water  Line. 

3.  Survey  &  Design  for  Lake  Vesuvius  outyear  projects  -      $   150,000 
Lawrence  County  -  A  &  E  survey  emd  design  of  Big  Bend 

Beach,  Boat  Dock  Area 

4.  Athens  Recreation  Paving  -  Hocking  &  Perry  Counties      $  200,000 
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5.  Trails  and  Trailheads 

Kinderhook  Horse  Trail  -  Washington  County  -  $200,000 

ORV  Trail  Implementation  -  Lawrence  &  Hocking  -  $200,000 

Trail  Signing  -  Forest  Wide  -  $100,000 

North  Country  Trail  Bridges  -  Perry,  Washington,  $200. OOP 

Monroe 


$  700,000 


6.  Hanging  Rock  Phase  2  -  Lawrence  County  -  $  500,000 
Complete  primary  access  road,  side  access  roads  to  fishing 

ponds  and  other  associated  construction  work  to  complete 
project . 

7.  Company  Road,  Monday  Creek  ORV  Access  -  Hocking  -         $  400,000 
Conplete  reconstruction  of  the  primary  access  road  into 

Dorr  Run  ORV  area . 


RESEARCH 

Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  the  Wayne  National  Forest  had 
been  asked  to  contribute  $40,000  to  a  five  year  research  effort 
designed  to  determine  the  role  of  fire  in  maintaining  the  Oak  auid 
Hickory  forest  communities  on  the  Wayne.   Is  the  Forest  participating 
in  that  research  effort  emd  for  the  record  could  you  provide  more 
information  about  this  research  initiative? 

Answer :  Yes,  the  Wayne  National  Forest  has  been  participating  in  the 
Ecosystem  Management  Research  Initiative.   The  Wayne  National  Forest 
contributed  $20,000  via  a  2-year  Challenge  Cost  Share  Agreement  in  FY 
1994,  and  there  have  been  many  in-kind  contributions  of  personnel. 
The  objective  of  this  research  is  to  investigate  the  use  of  prescribed 
fire  to  restore  OcOc  communities  that  are  presently  being  replaced  by 
other,  more  shade -tolereuit  forest  types.   This  is  a  coordinated  team 
effort  led  by  Forest  Service  Research.   Participating  agencies  include 
the  Wayne  National  Forest,  Mead  Paper  Corporation,  The  Nature 
Conservouicy,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  euid  The  Ohio  State 
University.   Research  is  being  conducted  on  many  forest  attributes  euid 
processes,  including:   tree  growth,  mortality,  quality,  and 
regeneration;  wildlife  populations  (birds,  reptiles,  mammals,  and 
invertebrates;  forest  floor  pleint  ecology  (eg.,  flowers,  grasses,  and 
sedges);  soil  processes  (eg.,  nutrient  turnover);  and  landscape 
aspects  (eg.,  plant  community  response  as  a  function  of  site 
characteristics) .   Five  200 -acre  study  areas  have  been  divided  into 
three  treatment  units;  two  will  be  burned  (fall  vs.  spring),  and   one 
will  remain  unbumed,  as  a  control.   Pre -treatment  data  is  being 
collected,  and  burning  will  commence  in  the  fall  of  1995. 

Question:  Are  you  continuing  the  monitoring  portion  of  the  Neotropical 
Migreuit  Bird  study  eind  what  is  this  effort  costing? 

Answer :  Scientists  with  the  North  Central  Forest  Experiment  Station 
and  technical  specialists  with  the  Wayne  National  Forest  monitored 
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neotrcjpical  migratory  birds  from  1991  through  1993.   This 
collaborative  study  was  designed  to  test  a  variety  of  monitoring 
technicjues.   Results  have  been  published  in  a  Forest  Service  bird 
monitoring  handbook.   Field  work  was  contracted  at  a  cost  of  $10,000 
per  year,  auid  study  design  and  interpretation  was  done  by  Forest 
Service  scientists. 

The  Wayne  National  Forest  spent  $5,500  on  point  count  monitoring  in  FY 
1994.   This  was  a  continuation  of  the  monitoring  in  1992  and  1993.   In 
FY  1995  an  Ohio  State  University  graduate  student  is  developing  and 
testing  a  model  based  on  the  3  year  point  count  data.   The  model  will 
be  tested  using  30  test  sites.   The  projected  cost  of  this  effort  is 
$20,000  in  FY  1995. 


TIMBER 

Question:  For  the  record  please  provide  cui  update  on  the  timber 
program  in  the  Wayne  over  the  past  10  years,  i.e.  timber  offered, 
timber  sold,  timber  harvested  etc.? 

Answer:  The  following  table  lists  the  past  10  years  timber  sales  on 
the  Wayne  National  Forest . 

Volume  Offered      Volume  Sold         Volume  Harvested 


(MBF) 

(MBF) 

1984 

8,298 

8,298 

9,643 

1985 

12,089 

12,089 

11,300 

1986 

11,104 

11,104 

7,375 

1987 

7,636 

7,636 

9,951 

1988 

7,661 

7,661 

10,138 

1989 

7,160 

7,160 

8,508 

1990 

5,635 

5,635 

6,074 

1991 

3,587 

3,587 

6,018 

1992 

3,668 

3,668 

3,008 

1993 

347 

347 

1/ 

347 

1994 

152 

152 

2/ 

152 

1995 

1,500 

3/ 

1/  In  FY  93,  the  forest  had  pleuined  on  1.4  MMBF  but  the  separation  of 
the  two  forests  left  the  Wayne  with  13  vacamt  positions  which  affected 
our  ability  to  complete  the  Environmental  Analysis  to  accomplish  this. 

2/  Target  for  FY  94  was  1.3  MMBF  which  has  been  carried  over  to  FY 
95. 

3/  Projected  to  be  sold  in  FY  95. 

050.     Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  the  timber  program  in  FY  1993 
had  been  affected  because  of  the  split  between  the  Wayne  auid  the 
Hoosier  emd  was  down  from  a  planned  1.4  MMBF  to  .347  MMBF.   Is  the 
timber  program  back  up  and  running  in  the  Wayne  suid  what  was 
accon^lished  in  FY  1994? 


77 


Answer:  All  of  the  positions  involved  in  the  timber  program  on  the 
Wayne  are  now  filled.   In  FY  94  there  were  3.3  FTEs  (full  time 
equivalents)  funded  in  timber  sale  planning,  preparation,  and 
administration.   We  were  able  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Assessment 
for  an  estimated  1.5  MKBF  sale  using  an  ecosystem  approach,  and  the 
resulting  sales  are  expected  to  be  sold  shortly.   In  FY  95  we  have  2.2 
FTE's  funded  in  the  same  areas  and   expect  to  have  an  Environmental 
Assessment  prepared  for  an  estimated  2  MMBF  sale.   At  current 
staffing,  we  expect  to  maintain  a  program  around  1.5-2.0  MMBF. 

Question:  For  the  record,  how  many  proposed  timber  sales  have  been 
ties  up  in  litigation  over  the  past  five  years  and   what  impact  is  this 
having  on  the  timber  program  in  the  forest? 

Answer:  As  of  March  1995,  none  of  our  proposed  timber  sales  have  been 
tied  up  in  litigation  in  the  last  five  years.   The  last  4  have  been 
appealed  thru  the  Administrative  appeals  procedure.   Of  these  four 
appeals,  two  decisions  were  reversed  by  the  former  Forest  Supervisor 
and  have  not  been  reissued.   One  decision,  the  Bluegrass  Ridge  Sale, 
was  withdrawn  and  reissued  in  FY  94  and  also  appealed,  but  the  appeal 
has  subsequently  been  dismissed  by  the  Regional  Forester. 

Question:  What  is  the  impact  of  the  below  cost  issue  on  the  Wayne 
timber  progreun? 

Answer:  The  Wayne-Hoosier  National  Forest  was  a  below-cost  Forest. 
Since  separation  from  the  Hoosier  we  have  been  operating  with  fewer 
positions  and  less  overhead  which  should  reduce  costs  significantly. 
The  timber  sales  resulting  from  the  Bluegrass  EA  will  give  us  an 
indication  of  how  the  Wayne  will  stand  on  this  issue.   We  feel  that 
with  our  small  orgcuiization  cuid  the  all  time  high  stumpage  values  on 
nearby  State  Forest  sales,  we  may  see  revenues  well  sUoove  costs  for 
this  sale.   While  this  will  not  change  the  TSPIRS  accounting  for  the 
Wayne  in  the  short  term,  it  will  give  us  our  first  indication  where  we 
may  be  in  the  future . 

Question:  For  the  record  provide  a  10  year  breakdown  of  the  timber 
volume  harvested  under  clearcuts  versus  other  harvest  methods? 

Answer:  Please  see  the  following  table. 

Clearcut  Volume  (MBF)         Non-Clearcut  Volume  (MBF) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
569 
2,020 
553 
282 
152 


1984 

9,643 

1985 

11,300 

1986 

7,375 

1987 

9,951 

1988 

10,138 

1989 

8,508 

1990 

5,505 

1991 

3,998 

1992 

2,455 

1993 

65 

1994 

0 
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BELVTLLE  MINING  CLAIMS 

054.  Question:  As  you  know,  in  July  1993  the  court  of  appeals  granted 
Belville  Mining  Coopany  the  right  to  surface  mine  in  the  Wayne 
National  Forest.   Has  Belville  Mining  Company  been  issued  the  permits 
required  by  the  State? 

Answer :  No,  the  Conpany  is  awaiting  issuamce  of  a  Clean  Water  Act 
Discharge  Permit  from  Ohio's  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

055.  Question:  Do  you  believe  you  can  work  with  Belville  to  minimize  the 
inrpacts  to  forest  values  cuid  users  if  he  opts  to  mine  in  the  Wayne? 

Answer :  Yes,  we  would  do  so  primarily  through  coordination  with  the 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  on  the  recleunation  plan  required  for 
mining  operations  in  Ohio. 

056.  Question:  Has  the  Forest  Service  made  any  public  comments  on 
Belville' s  proposal  to  mine  specifically  during  the  NPDES  permit 
process? 

Answer :  No,  we  have  not  made  any  comments  concerning  the  proposal  to 
mine  or  the  issuauice  of  the  NPDES  permit  during  the  permit  process. 


DELAWARE  OHIO  LAB 

057.     Question:  A  recent  fire  at  the  Delaware  Ohio  laboratory  destroyed  a 
greenhouse  headhouse  emd  a  number  of  gypsy  moth  experiments  underway 
in  it.   How  has  this  fire  in^acted  your  gypsy  moth  research? 

Answer :  The  headhouse  destroyed  by  the  fire  contained  gypsy  moth 
experiments  focused  on  development  of  nuclear  DNA  markers  for  use  in 
differentiating  the  Asian  strain  of  gypsy  moth  from  the  North  American 
strain.   To  date.  Forest  Service  Research  has  completed  stage  one 
development  of  four  nuclear  DNA  markers.   These  markers  are  currently 
used  by  APHIS,  Agriculture  C2mada,  2uid  the  German  Forest  Service  for 
euialysis  of  gypsy  moth  samples.   Eradication  efforts,  costing 
approximately  5  to  10  million  dollars  (e.g.  Oregon  and  Washington 
State,  and   North  Carolina)  ,  were  carried  out  after  the  finding  of 
Asian  gypsy  moth  introductions  based,  in  part,  on  the  results  of  DNA 
testing  using  the  markers  developed  by  the  Forest  Service. 
Approximately  $50,000  worth  of  equipment  and  supplies  used  for  DNA 
marker  development  were  lost  in  the  fire.   In  total,  equipment  and 
supplies  valued  at  $88,000  was  lost  in  the  fire.   The  work  remaining 
in  marker  develqpment  includes  final  characterization  (i.e.,  DNA 
sequencing)  of  the  markers  stage  2  testing  (i.e.,  increasing  the 
sample  size  for  final  validation) ,  and  a  survey  of  gypsy  moth  sanples 
collected  at  shipping  ports  euid  military  bases  in  Europe.   The  fire 
will  delay  the  completion  of  these  studies  by  approximately  six 
months.   If  funds  from  the  unit's  FY  95  operating  budget  are  used  to 
replace  lost  equipment  and  supplies,  research  on  development  of 
ioproved  gypsy  moth  virus  strains  for  use  to  control  the  gypsy  moth  in 
areas  containing  threatened  and  endangered  species  will  be  delayed. 
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Question:  What  is  the  estimated  damage  from  the  fire  and  what  are  your 
plains  to  repair  the  damage?   Do  you  have  funds  to  repair  the  damage 
and  if  not  how  do  you  plan  to  finance  the  repairs? 

Answer:  A  headhouse /greenhouse  complex  with  a  replacement  value  of 
approximately  $400,000  and  equipment  auid  supplies  valued  at  $88,000 
were  lost  in  the  fire.   The  headhouse /greenhouse  complex  was  a  total 
loss,  aund  consequently  beyond  repair.   The  greenhouse  is  needed  for 
experiments  focused  on  development  of  new  means  to  find  nuclear  DNA 
markers  for  the  Asiam  gypsy  moth  amd  to  further  research  on  control  of 
Dutch  elm  disease.   A  temporary  solution  was  found  in  order  to 
continue  these  experiments.   However,  the  line  of  research  will  be 
con^romised  if  the  greenhouse  is  not  replaced.   Funds  are  not 
available  to  rebuild  the  headhouse /greenhouse  complex  auid  to  replace 
lost  equipment  and  supplies.   A  request  for  emergency  funds  in  the 
aunount  of  $137,000  has  been  submitted  to  the  Washington  Office  of  the 
Forest  Service  for  emergency  repair  to  utilities  in  the 
headhouse /greenhouse  complex  that  affected  other  buildings  at  the 
site,  and  for  asbestos  removal  amd  cleamup  in  the  destroyed  building. 

Question:  Would  you  propose  to  defer  amy  of  the  work  proposed  in  your 
FY  1996  budget  ($373,000)  at  Delaware  amd  address  the  problems  from 
the  fire?   Did  the  fire  affect  amy  of  the  plamned  FY  1996  construction 
projects  at  the  facility? 

Answer :  The  use  of  FY  1996  operating  funds  to  rebuild  lost  structures 
would  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  unit's  aibility  to  carry  out 
its  research  mission.   Research  on  Dutch  elm  disease  and  gypsy  moth 
would  be  significantly  scaled  back.   Tenporary  personnel  would  be  laid 
off.   A  significamt  loss  of  research  momentum  would  occur,  which  would 
have  a  negative  impact  on  research  progress  for  approximately  5  to  6 
years.   In  addition,  the  estaiblishment  of  American  elm  research  plots 
for  studies  on  Dutch  elm  disease  plamned  for  FY  1996  would  be 
jeopardized.   The  fire  did  not  affect  amy  of  the  planned  FY  1996 
construction  projects.   The  fire  was  in  the  headhouse/greenhouse 
complex,  while  the  planned  construction  was  in  the  main  laboratory 
buildings.   Those  plamned  projects  are:   asbestos  cleanup  ($92,000); 
accessibility  ($81,000),  and;  HVAC  (heat,  ventilation,  and  air 
conditioning)  upgrade /energy  efficiency  ($200,000). 


INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

Question:  Your  budget  requests  an  increase  of  $3  million  for 
international  forestry.   Given  the  general  agreement  that  our  own 
national  forests  need  more  attention  with  respect  to  forest  health 
issues  why  should  we  be  embarking  on  this  international  initiative? 

Answer:  This  is  precisely  why  we  are  seeking  to  strengthen  the 
international  program  of  the  Forest  Service  at  this  time.   The  health 
of  forests  in  the  United  States  is  directly  affected  by  the  aibility  of 
the  Forest  Service  to  work  with  other  countries . 
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Onfortunately,  forest  insects  and  disease  do  not  respect  national 
borders .   International  Forestry  funds  are  used  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  forest  pests  to  the  DS.   The  Forest  Service  has  been  instrumental 
in  keeping  the  Asi2m  gypsy  moth  from  spreading  from  Russia  to  the  US, 
where  potential  economic  losses  range  up  to  $3.5  billion.   The  Forest 
Service  has  worked  to  control  the  sirex  wood  wasp  in  Brazil;  if  this 
pest  gained  a  foothold  in  the  United  States,  it  could  cause  up  to  $130 
million  in  damage  to  US  forests. 

Just  as  meuiy  forest  pests  originate  in  other  countries,  so  does  the 
genetic  stock  for  many  of  the  trees  that  are  being  used  to  improve  the 
productivity  of  American  forests.   Over  100  Forest  Service  scientists 
are  engaged  in  collaborative  research  with  foreign  counterparts. 

The  health  of  America's  forests  in  directly  linked  to  the  global 
economy.   The  Forest  Service  is  the  main  advocate  in  the  US  government 
for  sustainable  forest  meuiagement  based  on  scientific  principles.   We 
are  leading  the  US  effort  to  ensure  a  level  playing  field  for  US 
business  in  the  global  market  for  forest  products,  where  total  timber 
output  is  estimated  at  almost  $100  billion  per  year.   Stability  in  the 
US  economy,  and  especially  in  the  forest  products  sector,  depends  on 
stcOsility  and  predictai)ility  in  other  countries  with  major  forest 
resources.   If  countries  such  as  Russia  and  Indonesia  are  committed  to 
sustaineible  forest  meuriagement ,  there  will  be  major  direct  euid  indirect 
benefits  to  the  U.S.  economy  and  to  healthy  forests  in  the  U.S. 

The  Forest  Service  worked  with  other  USDA  agencies  to  protect  $280 
million  in  coniferous  sawnwood  exports  to  the  European  Community.   In 
today's  global  economy,  it  is  absolutely  critical  for  the  Forest 
Service  to  have  an  active  and   effective  international  program  if  we 
wish  to  protect  the  health  of  public  and  private  forests  in  the  US  and 
protect  Americeui  economic  interests  abroad. 

The  budget  request  for  International  Forestry  needs  to  be  considered 
in  this  larger  context.   The  cunount  recjuested,  $10  million,  is  less 
than  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Forest  Service  budget .   This  is  a 
modest  investment  for  one  of  the  four  major  missions  of  the  agency, 
considering  the  magnitude  of  global  forestry  issues. 

061.     Question:  Your  budget  proposes  to  provide  $4.2  million  to  train 

forestry  professionals  in  Brazil,  Indonesia,  Mexico  and  Russia.   What 
do  we  provide  to  train  forestry  professionals  in  this  country?   Do 
these  countries  also  contribute  funds  to  this  training  initiative  and 
what  specifically  do  we  get  in  exchange  for  this  funding?  Are  these 
forestry  professionals  trained  in  the  United  States  or  are  they 
trained  in  their  home  countries? 

Answer :  $4.2  million  is  the  total  budget  for  cooperation  with  four 
focus  countries,  it  is  not  just  the  budget  only  for  training.   The 
four  countries  were  carefully  selected  because  of  the  in^orteuice  of 
their  forests  to  the  United  States.   They  account  for  45%  of  the 
forest  land  in  the  world  and  a  large  share  of  the  $100  billion  annual 
trade  in  forest  products. 


81 


The  focus  country  program  ie  designed  to  benefit  the  United  States  by- 
strengthening  forest  management  in  the  partner  countries.   Brazil  is 
the  leading  source  of  tropical  hardwood  for  the  U.S.  furniture  making 
industry;  it  is  clearly  in  the  interests  of  the  United  States  for 
Brazil's  forests  to  be  well  managed  to  ensure  trade  stability.   This 
has  a  dual  benefit  of  conserving  the  world's  largest  tropical  forests. 

Indonesia  is  the  world's  largest  exporter  of  tropical  forest  products, 
and  the  largest  exporter  of  plywood  of  all  kinds.   Indonesia  is  also 
the  home  of  a  greater  variety  of  plant  aund  animal  species  than  any 
other  country.   The  United  States  is  a  major  trading  partner  of 
Indonesi.   The  global  environment  and  the  U.S.  economy  are  the  direct 
beneficiaries  of  the  International  Forestry  prograun  which  promotes 
sustaincible  forest  management  in  Indonesia. 

Sustainable  forest  resources  are  critical  to  the  long-term 
environmental  and  economic  steibility  of  Mexico,  whose  strategic 
importauice  to  the  U.S.  is  obvious.   International  Forestry  provides 
funding  for  and  coordinates  the  work  of  about  20  collaborative  working 
groups  which  bring  together  Forest  Service  auid  Mexican  scientists  auid 
resource  managers  to  address  mutual  issues.   The  result  is  to  greatly 
strengthen  the  capabilities  of  institutions  in  both  countries. 

Russia  has  the  world's  largest  forest  area,  and  its  large  coniferous 
forests  are  under  increasing  pressure  to  meet  the  demeind  for  timber  in 
the  Pacific  Rim.   It  would  be  a  global  environmental  disaster  if  the 
forests  of  the  Russiein  far  east  were  subjected  to  unchecked 
exploitation,  as  well  as  seriously  disrupting  the  staUaility  of  global 
forest  products  trade.   The  International  Forestry  pilot  projects  to 
promote  sustaineible,  private  sector  -  oriented  forest  practices  are 
starting  to  pay  off.   Both  U.S.  business  interests  cuid  environmental 
groups  have  supported  this  program. 

The  International  Forestry  work  in  the  "focus  countries"  is  a  balanced 
progreim  involving  a  combination  of  training,  policy  advice,  technical 
cooperation,  suid  scientific  exchamge .   About  10%  of  the  total  budget 
will  cover  the  costs  of  training  foreign  nationals,  which  will  involve 
a  combination  of  training  in  other  countries  auid  training  in  the  U.S. 
For  example,  fire  mauiagement  personnel  and  crew  leaders  from  Brazil 
and  Indonesia  will  be  brought  to  the  U.S.  for  specialized  training. 
In  addition.  Forest  Service  fire  management  experts  will  travel  to 
Brazil  2uid  Indonesia  to  train  fire  crews. 

In  conparison,  the  average  euuiual  cost  of  training  Forest  Service 
employees  is  aibout  $50  million. 

Forest  Service  funds  are  not  transferred  linilaterally  to  other 
countries  in  the  form  of  a  gramt  or  foreign  aid.   Every  project 
involves  cooperation,  and  both  countries  make  a  financial  contribution 
in  terms  of  salaries,  equipment,  travel,  or  other  related  costs.   The 
average  Forest  Service  contribution  is  about  40%  of  the  total, 
although  the  percentage  varies  between  different  projects. 
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This  is  also  true  for  activities  outside  of  the  four  focus  countries. 
For  excunple,  in  Africa,  a  Forest  Service  investment  of  $400,000  in 
1996  will  be  more  than  matched  by  cibout  $2  million  invested  by  other 
agencies  euid  orgsuiizations.   The  Forest  Service  leverages  a  relatively 
small  investment  by  cooperating  with  organizations  which  are  anxious 
to  draw  upon  the  professional  expertise  which  we  provide  in  areas 
where  we  have  a  comparative  advantage. 


MAINTENANCE  BACKLOG 

062.  Question:  Each  year  we  talk  about  the  backlog  in  infrastructure  needs. 
According  to  your  budget  that  backlog  now  exceeds  $1  billion.  What  if 
cmything  is  being  done  to  address  this  growing  problem? 

Answer :  A  summary  follows: 

Forest  Service  Infrastructure  Backlog 

FY  1994 
Situation  (Million  g's) 

1/  Recreation  Facilities  $818 

2/  Trail  Maintenance/Reconstruction  267 

3/  FAO  Maintenance  9  6 

4/  FAiO  Construction  503 

5/  Research  Facilities  141 

1/  Deferred  facility  maintensuice  aind  repair  includes  work  needed  for 
rehabilitation/reconstruction,  replacements  and  major  rehaibilitation,  resource 
protection  projects,  and   work  to  eliminate  health  and  safety  projects  such  as 
contauninated  drinking  water  supplies,  leaking  toilets  vaults,  etc.   FY  1994 
field  inventory  estimates  show  a  total  of  $818  million  in  deferred  facility 
maintencuice  eind  repair  backlog  needs.   Proposed  funding  in  the  FY96  Budget 
Request  would  reduce  the  backlog  by  approximately  $25  million. 

The  National  Forest  System  (NFS)  occupies  a  lamd  area  larger  than  the  State  of 
Texas  and  Louieicuia  combined  and  provides  about  43%  of  the  recreational  use  of 
Federal  land.   Recreation  facilities  on  national  forests  received  over  835 
million  visits  in  1994,  up  from  730  million  visits  in  1993. 

Recreation  facilities  in  the  NFS  have  a  combined  capacity  of  1 . 8  million 
People -at -one -time  (PAOT's).   These  facilities  include  campgrounds,  swimming 
areas,  picnic  grounds,  boating  sites,  interpretive  sites,  fishing  sites,  winter 
recreation  sites,  trailheads,  playgrounds  and  parks,  and  observation  sites. 
Many  are  old  and  suffer  from  a  lack  of  maintenemce .   Of  particular  concern  are 
sites  and  facilities  near  large  population  centers  which  receive  high  levels  of 
use  on  a  year  round  basis.   With  the  shortfall  in  funding,  the  number  of  sites 
restored  to  standard  simply  can   not  keep  pace  with  the  deterioration  of  the  old 
infrastructure . 

The  recreation  meinagement  expanded  budget  line  item  is  the  primary  funding 
source  for  operating  and  maintaining  recreation  and  trail  facilities.   Funding 
covers  administration,  fixed  costs,  eind  support  activities  at  each  level  of  the 
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Forest  Service.   The  same  funding  source  finances  programs  such  as  dispersed 
recreation,  cave  management,  trails,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  scenic  by-ways, 
interpretive  services,  reservations  system,  special  use  permits  (processing  and 
administration) ,  appeals  and  litigation,  as  well  as  tmalysis  and  planning  to 
meet  National  Forest  Management  Act  euid  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
guidelines . 

Alternatives  already  being  put  into  action  include:  expanding  use  of  private 
sector  investment  in  construction,  operation,  and  maintenauice  of  NFS  developed 
sites;  phasing  out  sites  that  receive  lower  use,  have  high  costs  to  operate  and 
maintain,  euid  have  negative  affects  on  ecosystems;  and,  expainding  use  of 
concessionaire  services  for  operation  euid  maintenance. 

2/  The  FY  1994  estimate  of  $267  million  in  deferred  maintenauice/reconstruction 
backlog  is  based  on  field  inventories  and  includes  heavy  maintenemce  and  trail 
reconstruction  to  restore  trails  to  established  trail  standards.   This  work 
includes  realignment  of  segments,  upgrading  to  accommodate  different  users, 
obliteration  of  trails  no  longer  needed,  or  rebuilding  trail  facilities  to 
stamdard.   Proposed  funding  in  the  FY96  Budget  Request  would  increase  the 
backlog  by  approximately  $12  million. 

The  National  Forest's  Trail  system,  over  124,000  miles,  is  larger  than  all 
other  national  trail  systems  combined.   To  address  this  growing  shortfall, 
approximately  90%  of  all  trail  construction/reconstruction  dollars  are  spent  on 
reconstruction.   Only  construction  projects  that  link  the  National  Forest's 
trails  to  other  existing  trail  systems  are  encouraged.   $2.5  million  in 
Challenge  Cost-share  partnerships  with  volunteer  trail  orgeuiizations  will  be 
used  to  extend  the  work  accomplished  on  these  trails. 

3/  The  $9  6  million  backlog  is  based  on  inconplete  maintenemce,  and  is  deferred 
until  funding  is  availaJsle.   Included  in  the  total  $96  million  is  $16  million 
at  Grey  Towers.   Approximately  $26  million  annually  is  needed  to  do  recurring 
maintenance.   The  backlog  is  defined  as  less  critical  health  eind  safety  items, 
energy  efficiency  needs  and  maintaining  investments. 

4/  The  $503  million  for  FA&O  construction  is  based  on  the  Facility  Construction 
Needs  Database,  which  was  prepared  in  November,  1989,  at  the  request  of 
Chairman  Volkmer  of  the  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Forests,  Feunily 
Farms,  and  Energy  and   updated  in  1993.   The  total  backlog  includes:  additions 
to  existing  buildings,  additional  new  capacity,  replacement  of  facilities, 
gender/civil  rights  related  work,  and   access  for  the  disabled.   It  is  estimated 
that  the  FA&O  program  requires  funding  of  at  least  $20-23  million  annually  to 
meet  current  facilities  construction  needs  and  not  add  to  the  backlog. 

Each  year  in  our  budget  request  we  petition  for  projects,  based  on  priority,  to 
replace  backlog  needs.   Most  of  the  Forest  Service  owned  buildings  were 
designed  for  a  life  of  30  years,  but  typically  serve  nearly  50  years  before 
replacement  or  major  renovation.   Fifty  percent  of  these  building  exceed  their 
design  life  and  34  percent  are  older  than  50  years.   It  should  be  noted  that 
with  an  inflation  rate  of  only  3  percent  the  backlog  of  FA&O  construction  and 
reconstruction  grows  by  almost  $14  million  per  year,  or  approximately  the  size 
of  our  request. 
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We  are  actively  closing  and  obliterating  roads  not  needed,  over  23,000  thus 
far.   Subsequently,  reductions  in  care  maintenemce  also  reduce  backlog. 

5/  The  $740  million  backlog  is  all  facilities  that  were  not  provided, 
replaced,  renovated  or  improved  at  the  time  of  need,  but  should  have  been. 
Need  is  frequently  identified  because  a  facility  does  not  meet  current  health 
auid  safety  requirements,  legal  requirements,  or  is  no  longer  cost  effective. 
This  backlog  is  the  accumulation  of  unfulfilled  needs  through  1993. 

0G3.     Question:  Does  your  budget  make  any  dent  in  the  backlog  eind  if  not  why 
do  you  continue  to  propose  new  construction  starts  when  this  backlog 
is  not  being  adequately  addressed? 

Answer :  New  construction  starts  are  in  almost  all  cases  to  replace 
older  facilities  that  are  in  multiple  buildings,  or  buildings  that  are 
in  such  poor  condition  that  it  is  not  wise  to  renovate.   In  the  case 
of  roads,  we  construct  new  bridges  when  reconstruction  of  an  existing 
bridge  is  uneconomical.   New  roads  for  recreation  areas  are  in  meuiy 
cases  expansions  of  campgrounds  that  have  received  so  much  use  that 
they  have  deteriorated  and  the  intact  needs  to  be  spread  out  so 
maintenance  cam  keep  up.   In  most  cases  construction  is  not  a  new 
start,  but  rather  a  remedy  for  an  existing  situation. 

064.     Question:  How  much  of  your  constrxiction  budget  would  you  identify  as 
addressing  the  deferred  maintenance  backlog  or  reheJs  reconstruction 
versus  new  starts? 

Answer:  In  every  case  for  FA&O  construction  we  are  reducing  backlog  or 
proposing  to  eliminate  an   equally  onerous  problem  of  expensive  high 
cost  leases. 

With  regards  to  roads,  new  construction  serves  resource  needs,  such  as 
a  new  road  to  access  a  fire  or  insect  deunaged  stcind  of  trees. 
Construction  is  generally  to  eliminate  a  problem  where  the  cost  of 
reconstruction  is  so  great  as  to  be  uneconomical.   Our  roads  request 
shows  that  84  percent  of  our  appropriated  request  is  for 
reconstruction . 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Question:  Your  budget  proposes  to  cut  law  enforcement  by  $4  million 
while  at  the  same  time  recognizing  that  over  the  years  the  law 
enforcement  responsibilities  of  the  Forest  Service  have  increased. 
What  is  the  rationale  for  this  cut  euid  what  is  the  impact? 

Answer:  The  allocation  of  the  FY  1996  Agency  budget  proposal  is  based 
on  emphasizing  ecosystem  management.   It  was  necessary  to  decrease 
some  progrcuns  in  order  to  pay  for  higher  priority  needs . 

The  impact  of  the  $4  million  reduction  on  the  law  enforcement  program 
will  mean  that  protection  activities,  investigations,  cind  general  law 
enforcement  support  to  all  functional  areas  will  be  at  a  reduced  level 
from  the  previous  fiscal  year.   This  will  include  a  reduction  of 
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funding  for  cooperative  visitor  protection  agreements  with  state  and 
local  agencies.   The  reduction  impacts  any  increases  to  existing 
agreements  or  the  ability  to  respond  to  new  visitor  protection 
agreements  in  areas  where  the  agency  has  created  new  visitor  sites. 
No  protection  could  cause  liaUbility  issues  for  the  Agency. 

The  reduction  will  slow  the  implementation  of  the  new  straight- line 
law  enforcement  organization  and  the  hiring  of  any  additional  law 
enforcement  officers  to  provide  needed  protection  to  employees, 
visitors,  and   the  resources. 

The  decrease  in  funding  will  also  reduce  internal  drug  enforcement 
capabilities  that  provide  emphasis  on  anti-drug  activities  providing 
protection  to  the  national  forest  resources,  employees,  aind  visitors. 

Question:  What  is  the  situation  with  respect  to  timber  theft  and  has 
the  move  to  tree  measurement  in  any  way  reduced  the  amount  of  timber 
theft? 

Answer:  While  timber  theft  continues  to  occur  from  National  Forest 
land,  the  Forest  Service  has  been  very  successful  in  dealing  with  the 
problem  through  en^hasis  in  two  areas  of  theft  investigations: 

1.  The  Timber  Theft  Investigations  Branch  (formerly  the  Timber  Theft 
Task  Force)  in  FY  92  and  93  made  significcuit  accomplishments, 
including  eight  felony  convictions,  one  civil  settlement,  auid  the 
collection  of  $3.5  million  in  fines  and  restitution.   While  the  Timber 
Theft  Investigations  Branch  (TTIB)  accomplished  no  major  indictments 
or  prosecutions  in  FY  94,  it  did  provide  important  consultation  across 
the  country  to  other  investigations. 

2.  Timber  theft  investigations  conducted  under  the  direction  of 
Regional  Special  Agents  in  Charge  in  FY  94,  resulted  in  the 
investigation  of  154  felony  cases  involving  $2.2  million  in  loss. 
These  results  demonstrate  how  the  Forest  Service  has  emphasized  timber 
theft  investigations  throughout  the  country.   On  a  nationwide  basis, 
the  Law  Enforcement  and  Investigations  Staff  is  actively  conducting 
complex  timber  theft  investigations  and  providing  training  in  theft 
prevention  and  detection. 

It  is  difficult  to  know  if  the  amount  of  timber  theft  related  to  the 
timber  sales  program  has  decreased.   There  is  still  opportunity  for 
timber  theft.   With  tree  measurement  sales,  the  quality  of  timber  sale 
administration  is  a  very  itt^ortaint  factor  in  the  prevention  of  timber 
theft . 

Question:  What  progress  has  the  Forest  Service  made  in  moving  toward 
100  percent  tree  measurement  for  its  timber  sales  program  and  for  the 
record  can  you  provide  a  listing  of  the  board  feet  sold  by  region  and 
the  process  used  i.e.  tree  measurement,  scaling  etc. 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  direction  is  to  fully  implement  tree 
measurement  sales,  except  for  certain  qualifying  salvage  and  thinning 
sales.   Qualifying  thinning  and  salvage  sales  may  have  volumes 
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determined  by  weighing  or  scaling.  The  following  information  is  a 
summary  of  the  salvage  amd  thinning  sales  that  were  scaled  or  tree 
measured  in  FY94 . 


«  Sales 

Salvage 
Volume  (mmbf) 

«  Sales 

Thinning 
Volume  (mmbf) 

Region 

Tree  Msmt 

Scaled 

Weighed 

Tree  Msmt 

Scaled 

We 

ighed 

1 

139 

46.2 

5.1 

20.8 

27 

3.6 

2 

12 

5.1 

16.1 

14.0 

4 

0.5 

6.3 

6.3 

3 

10 

11.8 

4 

68 

31.8 

92.0 

1.8 

10 

15.6 

0.9 

5 

89 

4.0 

111.9 

45.2 

17 

9.2 

16.6 

21.0 

6 

201 

46.3 

45.6 

31.4 

86 

86.7 

22.3 

15.9 

8 

2 

,238 

63.9 

7.4 

1, 

,254 

265.9 

9 

152 

82.3 

282 

343.7 

10 

16 

4.5 

9.7 

Total 

2 

,925 

295.9 

280.4 

120.6 

1, 

,680 

725.2 

46.1 

43.2 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  I  noticed  the  request  from  the  Department  to  0MB  was  for 
only  $8  million  for  Icuid  purchases  cuid  from  the  Forest  Seirvice  to  the 
Department  was  for  $32  million  eind  yet  your  budget  includes  $56.8 
million.   Why  is  land  acquisition  such  a  low  priority  for  the 
Department  zmd  how  would  that  $8  million  have  been  allocated? 


Answer:  Lemd  acquisition  is  not  a  low  priority  for  the  Department. 
The  current  budget  limitations  require  considering  a  number  of  options 
when  developing  a  budget.   A  reduced  land  acquisition  program  was 
considered  but  not  accepted.   Specific  allocations  were  not  considered 
at  the  reduced  levels. 
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ADDITIONAL  QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  SIDNEY  R.  YATBS 
TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALES 

Question:  What  cap2U0ility  do  you  have  to  produce  back  to  back  years  of 
3  billion  board  feet  in  salvage  sales? 

Answer:  Our  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  our  organizational 
capability  utilizing  the  procedural  provisions  of  the  amendment 
reflects  a  volume  of  5.4  billion  board  feet  through  the  end  of  FY 
1997.   Consequently,  we  can  not  produce  the  entire  amount  in  the  time 
£r2unes  specified  by  the  amendment.   There  is  significant  uncertainty 
with  the  provisions  as  to  what  volume  cam  be  produced  by  the 
procedural  relief  provided  by  the  amendment. 

Question:  What  are  the  new  consultation  procedures  the  administration 
has  put  in  place? 

Answer :  On  March  8,  1995  the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  auid  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  signed  a  joint  policy  letter  streamlining  the  consultation 
process  for  forest  health  projects.   This  process  utilizes  interagency 
teauns  and  completes  consultation  on  projects  within  the  time  frames 
needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.   The  project  planning  time  frame  is  subsequently  shortened  from 
220  days  to  160  days  in  those  projects  not  requiring  an  Environmental 
Inpact  Statement  (EIS) ,  and  from  475  days  to  340  days  in  those 
projects  requiring  an  EIS.  The  savings  in  consultation  time  is 
achieved  by  integrating  listed  species  concerns  early  in  the  project 
plamning  process  through  informal  consultation  and  interagency  teams 
rather  then  waiting  to  the  end  of  the  project  and  then  consult  with 
the  regulatory  agency.   Not  only  will  this  save  time,  but  will  produce 
a  better  integration  of  listed  species  needs  into  project  design. 

In  addition,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  have  recently  issued  a  joint  handbook  on  Section  7 
consultation,  which  should  eliminate  any  agency  differences  in 
inplementation  of  the  Section  7  consultation  regulations.   The  public 
comnent  period  on  this  heuidbook  ended  April  7,  1995. 

Question:  Given  the  new  consultation  procedures  the  administration  has 
put  in  place,  do  you  think  you  can  produce  more  than  the  1.574  billion 
board  feet  of  salvage  sales  originally  projected  for  this  fiscal  year? 

Answer :  Due  to  a  cooUsination  of  factors,  including  the  new 
consultation  procedures  and  additional  salvage  opportunities  becoming 
available,  we  now  estimate  a  capability  of  up  to  1.75  EBP  of  salvage 
in  FY  1995  under  existing  laws. 

Question:  What  existing  court  orders  do  the  Taylor  salvage  sale 
provisions  set  aside? 
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Answer:  It  is  not  entirely  clear  at  this  time.   Our  Office  of  General 
Counsel  is  still  reviewing  the  provisions  of  the  eunendment .   It  would 
appear  that  it  would  release  from  delay  or  injunction  euiy  sale  meeting 
the  definition  of  a  salvage  sale  under  the  bill.   We  would  need  to 
poll  each  National  Forest  to  determine  where  we  have  injunctions 
against  timber  sales.   If  there  is  a  salvage  sale  in  a  proposed  timber 
sale  area  that  is  subject  to  eui  injunction,  section  307(c) (8)  would 
allow  the  Forest  Service  to  proceed  with  the  salvage  sale  despite  the 
injunction  during  the  emergency  period  and  for  one  year  thereafter. 
The  Warner  Creek  timber  sale  on  the  Willcunette  National  Forest  may  be 
one  example  where  a  court  order  might  be  set  aside  under  the  Taylor 
amendment  if  the  District  Court  issues  aui  order  adopting  the 
magistrate's  recommendation  to  enjoin  the  proposed  timber  sale. 

073.  Question:  What  problems  might  release  of  the  Section  318  sales  have  on 
the  effort  to  preserve  salmon  populations  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 
What  can  and  needs  to  be  done  to  improve  those  sales  to  help  alleviate 
additional  problems  for  salmon? 

Answer:  We  do  not  believe  that  release  of  the  sales  would  jeopardize 
salmon  populations.   The  reason  for  holding  the  sales  up  until  now  has 
been  to  determine  if  the  sales  were  occupied  by  marbled  murrelets  and 
spotted  owls. 

074.  Question:  What  is  the  likelihood  of  litigation  arising  from  the 
provisions  of  the  Taylor  amendment?  What  form  would  anticipate 
litigation  taking? 

Answer:  There  is  a  likelihood  of  litigation  challenging  the  scope  of 
the  Taylor  cunendment.   Previous  legislation  with  similar  provisions 
has  occasioned  litigation.   For  excui^le,  section  318  of  the  1990 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  ^^propriations  Act  was 
challenged  on  constitutional  separation  of  powers  grounds  (but  was 
later  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court) .   Litigation  concerning  the  Taylor 
amendment  could  take  several  forms,  and  we  cannot  speculate  eibout  the 
exact  nature  of  lawsuits  at  this  point. 

075.  Question:  Would  you  think  impacts  of  carrying  out  salvage  sales  in  the 
manner  and  to  the  degree  called  for  in  the  Taylor  amendment  might 
limit  activities  in  other  program  areas  such  as  grazing  or  mining? 

Answer :  Effect  on  other  resources  from  the  salvage  action  are  not 
clearly  identified  at  this  time.   It  is  possible  there  may  be 
watershed  thresholds  which  will  reach  their  capacity  because  of  the 
salvage,  thus  having  cui  effect  on  future  green  sales  or  other  resource 
management  activities.   For  excuiple,  while  salvage  activities  in 
riparian  areas  may  be  within  the  limits  of  acceptctble  cheuige  for  a 
watershed,  they  may  preclude  other  activities  such  as  timber  sales 
planned  as  a  part  of  the  regular  sale  progreun,  grazing,  or  mining 
which  may  have  also  been  planned  for  some  part  of  the  watershed. 
These  in^acts  can  only  be  fully  realized  during  the  assessment.   While 
salvage  is  an  urgent  cuid  desirable  activity,  it  must  be  balanced 
against  other  resource  mcunagement  needs.   These  effects  will  only  be 
known  as  the  assessments  are  con^leted.  The  intent  of  the  amendment 
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appears  to  be  that  the  salvage  sales  will  proceed  on  the  basis  that 
those  with  the  least  impact  will  be  offered  first  and  sales  with  kno%im 
negative  impacts  will  be  offered  only  if  needed  to  meet  the  volume 
requirements  of  the  bill . 

Grazing,  mining,  and  other  non- salvage  activities  might  be  challenged 
as  a  result  of  authorized  salvage  sale  activities,  aJDsent  a  provision 
such  as  section  2001(f)  in  the  Gorton  cunendment .   Section  2001(f) 
provides  that  implementation  or  inpacts,  whether  cumulative  or 
site- specif ic,  of  authorized  salvage  sale  activities  shall  not  require 
or  permit  revisions,  amendments,  additional  consultation, 
supplementation  or  other  administrative  actions  for  existing  land 
mcuiagement  plans,  standards  smd  guidelines,  policies  cuid  regional  or 
multi- forest  guides  or  plauis .   Further,  no  project  decisions  can  be 
halted  or  changed  because  of  such  documents,  guidance,  implementation 
or  inpacts . 


TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALE  MONEY  FLOW 

Question:  Some  people  argue  that  accelerated  timber  salvage  sales  will 
be  good  for  the  Treasury.   Can  you  please  give  us  a  simple  explanation 
of  what  happens  to  the  receipts  received  from  salvage  sales  and   how 
much,  if  amy,  the  Taylor  amendment  would  reduce  the  deficit? 

Answer :  Cost  and   receipt  estimates  were  calculated  based  on 
implementing  the  eunendment  by  April  1,  1995  cuid  as  specifically 
written.   Under  this  scenario,  approximately  $444  million  of 
additional  receipts  from  the  additional  salvage  volume  would  be 
generated  over  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998.   First,  the  salvage 
sale  fund  would  be  reimbursed  for  the  estimated  net  additional  cost  of 
$158  million  dollars  for  the  additional  volume  over  the  period.   It  is 
also  estimated  that  about  $119  million  might  be  available  for  Knutson 
-  Vandenberg  (K-V)  collections  for  reforestation  and  other  resource 
in^rovements .   Subtracting  these  costs  from  the  projected  receipts 
leaves  $167  million  available  for  return  to  the  Treasury,  either  as 
National  Forest  Fund  collections  on  individual  timber  sales  or  as 
excess  Salvage  Sale  Fund  collections.   To  determine  the  effect  on  the 
deficit  would  require  subtracting  $112  million  for  payments  to  states 
for  use  by  local  schools  and   highway  departments.   This  would  leave 
cibout  $55  million  for  deficit  reduction. 


FOREST  HEALTH 

Proponents  of  more  salvage  sales,  in  part,  use  poor  forest  health  as  a  reason 
to  justify  their  position. 

077.     Question:  What  is  the  health  of  our  national  forests? 

Answer :  In  general,  the  health  of  our  national  forests  remains  good. 
However,  there  are  some  notable  exceptions,  such  as  the  large  areas  of 
insect  )cills  in  the  West.   Unhealthy  forest  conditions  can  be  caused 
by  several  factors,  including  extended  drought  conditions,  changes  in 
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species  composition  brought  about  by  fire  exclusion  and  past  logging 
practices,  continued  advcincement  of  Europe2ui  gypsy  moth  populations  in 
the  East,  and  continued  high  levels  of  Southern  pine  beetles  in  the 
Southeast.   In  addition,  new  insect  cuid  disease  problems  such  as 
Dogwood  cinthracnose ,  Butternut  ceuiker,  and  Hemlock  woolly  adelgid  in 
the  East  are  causing  concern. 

Exotic  forest  pests  continue  to  threaten  the  health  of  the  Nation' s 
forests.   In  1994  alone,  two  major  exotic  pests  were  found.   A 
non- indigenous  red-haired  pine  beetle  found  in  Rochester,  New  York  was 
intercepted  and  a  more  extensive  trapping  grid  in  1995  will  determine 
whether  the  beetle  is  established.   Specimens  of  Asiem  gypsy  moth  in 
Canada  near  the  U.S.  border  are  also  a  threat  to  U.S.  forests.   The 
Forest  Service  is  working  closely  with  the  USDA  Animal  and   Pleint 
Health  Inspection  Service  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  exotic  pests 
and  to  develop  quarantine  and  control  options  for  introduced  pests. 

Forest  health  concerns  are  detailed  in  "America's  Forests:   1994 
Health  Update,"  a  report  prepared  by  the  Forest  Service  for  the 
Congress  cind  public,  which  was  distributed  last  Spring.  Additional 
copies  can  be  provided  if  needed. 

Question:  Don't  trees  go  through  an   aging  process  just  as  humcuis  do? 

Answer :  Trees  go  through  an  aging  process  having  distinct  stages,  as 
with  humem  development.   Major  stages  are  birth,  juvenility,  maturity, 
and  death.   Also  as  with  humans,  the  rate  of  progression  through  the 
aging  process  varies.   This  variation  occurs  for  individual  trees  euid 
tree  species.   For  excunple,  aspens  eUid  cottonwoods  have  relatively 
short  life  speuis  compared  to  the  redwoods  euid  bristlecone  pines.   Why 
a  tree  dies  depends  a  great  deal  on  its  genetic  makeup,  eUid  the 
competition  it  encounters  for  space,  light,  water,  nutrients,  and 
other  environmental  stress  factors,  including  insects  and  disease. 
For  exeunple,  the  affect  of  genetic  differences  for  fusiform  rust 
disease  resistouice  is  apparent  within  species  for  slash  and  loblolly 
pines.   Just  as  a  tree  goes  through  stages  from  birth  to  death,  so  do 
groups  of  trees  (forest  stcuids)  emd  larger  forest  ecosystems.   As  a 
rule,  in  natural  stands  far  more  trees  die  in  the  juvenile  stages  of 
plant  succession  than  in  the  mature  stages.   Yet  it  is  in  the  mature 
stage,  when  large  trees  are  dying,  that  we  have  the  most  concern.   A 
common  perception  of  a  forest  with  many  dying,  mature  trees  is  that 
the  forest  is  unhealthy,  although  this  condition  is  natural  and  can 
often  be  predicted.   It  is  important  to  note  that  the  successional 
process  of  trees  maturing  eind  dying  will  not  normally  result  in 
degradation  of  site  quality  or  impairment  of  ecosystem  processes.   It 
is  also  critical  to  note  that  through  forest  vegetation  manipulation 
(silvicultural  techniques) ,  the  composition  and  structure  of  forests 
can  be  chamged  to  improve  forest  health.   With  trees,  as  with  humans, 
it  is  the  preventive  treatments  that  are  of  vital  importemce. 

Question:  What  is  the  scientific  basis  of  your  analysis?   Is  this 
something  your  researchers  have  done? 
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Answer:  Recent  documents  which  provide  insights  to  research  and 
analysis  on  forest  health  are  "Summary  Report:  Forest  Health 
Monitoring  in  the  South  (GTR-SE-81)",  "Northeastern  Area  Forest  Health 
Report  (NA-TP-03 -93) " ,  and  "Forest  Health  in  the  Blue  Mountains:  A 
Management  Strategy  for  Fire-adapted  Ecosystems  (GTR-PNW-310) " .   These 
documents  are  available  upon  request. 

This  research  has  been  done  by  Forest  Research  scientists  in 
colleUaoration   with  cooperators  throughout  the  country.   These  reports 
build  on  years  of  research  aimed  at  under steuiding  the  ecological 
relationships  within  forests  and  how  forest  structure  emd  composition 
cam  be  changed  through  silvicultural  manipulation.   Long-term  research 
studies  form  the  basis  for  conclusions  that  have  been  made  adDout 
forest  health. 

Question:  How  is  your  forest  health  initiative  addressing  the  salvage 
issue? 

Answer :  Although  salvage  sales  are  addressed  in  the  initiative,  they 
are  not  a  major  component.   Of  the  projects  that  were  proposed  and 
past  the  selection  system,  about  40  are  salvage  sales. 


JOLIBT  ARSENAL 

Question:  Chief,  I  understand  that  Secretary  Lyons  is  pleuining  on 
visiting  the  Joliet  Aresenal  next  week.   I  have  been  very  pleased  by 
the  positive  steps  the  Service  has  taken  towards  acquiring  the  Arsenal 
auid  turning  it  into  a  Midewin  National  Tallgrass  Prairie.   I  commend 
him  for  visiting  this  important  site  and  after  he  has  seen  the  Arsenal 
with  his  own  eyes,  I  hope  he  will  direct  the  Service  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Army  so  that  the  Service  can   begin  working  directly 
at  the  Arsenal.   Please  provide  us  with  a  report  on  Secretary  Lyons' 
visit  to  the  Joliet  Arsenal.   What  actions  does  the  Service  pleui  to 
take  on  the  Arsenal? 

Answer:  Under  Secretary  James  Lyons  offered  strong  support  for  the 
proposed  Midewin  National  Tallgrass  Prairie  project  at  the  Joliet  Army 
Arsenal  in  Illinois.   Lyons  stated  "You  don't  have  to  lobby  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  or  the  Clinton  Administration  eibout  the 
project.   Any  opportunity  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  has  to  serve  eight 
million  people  and  provide  opportunities  for  economic  growth... to 
provide  opportunities  for  recreation  auid  protect  a  unicjue  ecosystem,  I 
don't  see  how  you  could  pass  that  up." 

With  regard  to  actions  on  the  Joliet  Arsenal,  the  Forest  Service  will 
promptly  establish  a  temporary  administrative  location  in  the  Joliet 
area.   The  purpose  of  this  office  will  be  to  coordinate  plans  and 
initial  field  work  with  the  many  partners  working  on  this  project. 

If  the  proposed  legislation  (HR  714)  passes,  the  Forest  Service  will 
immediately  take  over  meinagement  of  the  Midewin  National  Tallgrass 
Prairie.   We  will  move  pron^tly  to  refurbish  one  of  the  existing 
farmhouses  on  the  property  to  establish  a  more  permanent 
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administrative  facility,  auid  will  continue  working  hand-in-hand  with 
partners  to  implement  an  orderly  progression  toward  the  desired  future 
condition  of  the  Prairie. 

Dr.  Larry  Stritch,  reporting  to  the  Supervisor  of  the  Shawnee  National 
Forest  in  Illinois,  has  been  designated  interim  Director  of  Midewin 
during  this  transition  period. 


FOREST  FIRES 

Question:  Last  year  was  a  heavy  fire  year  especially  in  terms  of 
firefighters  killed  and  dollars  spent.   Ceui  you  tell  us  what  you  are 
doing  to  improve  the  safety  of  those  fighting  fires? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  has  implemented  msmy  actions  to  inprove  the 
safety  of  firefighters.   Review  teams  have  investigated  and  reported 
on  each  of  the  factors  that  led  up  to  the  fatalities  last  year.   The 
causes  and  ways  to  prevent  them  in  the  future  have  been  highlighted 
and  disseminated  by  in-depth,  readily  accessible  reports  to 
firefighters  at  all  levels  of  the  organization.   Line  officers  at  the 
national,  regional  cind  forest  levels  have  personally  emphasized 
"Safety  as  Priority  One"  to  fire  personnel  at  their  levels.   A 
drcunatic  increase  in  the  use  of  prescribed  fire  is  also  proposed  to 
reduce  the  hazard  of  large  wildfires  as  well  as  reduce  their  cost. 

Question:  It  has  been  suggested  that  increasing  development  in  and 
around  our  public  lands  has  changed  the  way  fires  are  now  fought.   For 
example,  you  now  have  to  spend  more  effort  to  protect  structures, 
structures  that  were  not  in  place  several  years  ago.   Is  that  eui 
accurate  statement  and  if  so,  can  you  quantify  how  it  might  increase 
your  firefighting  costs? 

Answer:  The  statement  is  accurate.   While  difficult  to  precisely 
determine,  it  is  estimated  that  at  least  a  two-  to  four-fold  increase 
occurs  when  we  protect  private  lives  and  property  in  previously 
undeveloped  wildleuids.   This  is  caused  by  diverting  wildlcuid  fire 
suppression  equipment  euid  personnel  from  protecting  natural  resources 
to  defending  homes  cind  other  structures. 

Question:  For  many  years,  there  was  a  policy  that  all  fires  were  to  Ije 
controlled.   To  what  extent  has  this  policy  contributed  to  an 
acciimulation  of  more  combustible  material  for  burning  and  increased 
the  size  and  intensity  of  recent  fires? 

Answer :  For  decades  prior  to  1978,  our  policy  was  to  control  all 
wildfire  at  the  smallest  possible  acreage.   Wildfires  were  considered 
a  serious  threat  to  natural  resources.   In  1978,  fire  management 
policy  changed  the  objective  to  suppress  wildfire  minimizing 
suppression  costs  euid  resource  losses.   This  policy  allowed  for  less 
rigorous  control  alternatives  which  often  mimicked  the  role  of  natural 
fire  in  terms  of  acreage  burned.   However,  these  flexible  alternatives 
did  not  result  in  enough  of  the  right  kind  of  fire  activity  in  the 
right  places.  This  policy  has,  in  part,  contributed  to  a  buildup  of 
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fuels,  and  to  larger,  more  intense  wildfires.   Equally  important, 
however,  has  been  the  dramatic  change  in  the  health  of  our  forests  in 
recent  years.   Especially  in  the  West,  dense  stauids  of  trees  stressed 
by  drought  aind  overstocking  have  fallen  prey  to  insects,  and  produce 
even  larger  wildfire  problems. 

Question:  To  what  extent  does  arson  contribute  to  forest  fires?   Is 
arson  increasing  or  can  you  detect  any  change? 

Answer:  Nationally,  when  looking  at  all  ownerships  combined,  arsonists 
cause  about  25%  of  all  forest  fires.   These  fires  account  for  10  to 
30%  of  the  total  acreage  burned  each  year.   Over  the  last  decade, 
there  appears  to  be  a  slight  decrease  in  arson  fires. 


TIMBER  INDUSTRY  PROFITS 

Question:  Is  my  impression  correct  that  the  timber  industry  is 
enjoying  a  profitable  period  now?  To  what  do  you  attribute  that? 

Answer:  Companies  that  own  timberlamd  had  record  profits  last  year  due 
to  high  lumber  prices.   For  these  companies,  much  of  the  lumber  was 
produced  with  relatively  inejqjensive  logs  from  their  own  land. 
Con^DcUiies  that  need  to  rely  on  purchased  logs  to  produce  lumber  have 
not  been  as  profitable,  due  to  the  high  cost  of  logs  purchased  from 
public  and  other  private  timberlcuid  owners.   In  fact,  there  have  been 
numerous  mill  closures  among  companies  without  timberlauid. 

Question:  What  are  current  timber  prices?  How  does  this  compare  to 
prices  in  the  past  five  years? 

Answer:  National  harvest  values  received  from  Forest  Service  timber 
sales  for  the  period  October  1,  1994  to  December  31,  1994  were 
$161 .36/thouscind  board  feet  (MBF) .   These  values  include  collections 
for  Knutson-Vandenberg  (K-V)  and  salvage  sale  funds.   Comparaible 
values  for  the  previous  five  fiscal  years  are: 

1990        1991        1992        1993        1994 
$113.10     $119.01     $128.20     $154.58     $162.61 


FOREST  STEWARDSHIP 

You  have  requested  an   increase  of  $10.3  million  for  technical  forestry 
assistaince  for  nonindustrial  private  forest  landowners. 

088.     Question:  What  landowners  would  qualify  for  this  assistance? 

Answer :  Nonindustrial  Private  Forest  (NIPF)  landowners  qualify. 
Nonindustrial  Private  Forest  landowners  include  any  private 
individual,  group,  association,  or  Indism  tribe,  who  own  rural  lands 
with  existing  tree  cover  or  rural  lands  that  are  suitable  for  growing 
trees.   Based  on  a  recent  survey,  nearly  10  million  private  forest 
owners  in  the  U.S.  own  58  percent  of  the  Nation's  forest  land. 
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Ninety-four  percent  of  these  owners  are  private  individuals.   The 
survey  also  revealed  that  only  five  percent  of  these  private 
individuals  have  resource  management  plans  for  their  forest  lands. 

Question:  What  form  will  this  assistcuice  take  since  you  are  not 
requesting  amy  additional  staff  for  this  purpose? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Stewardship  Program  provides  technical  euid 
financial  assistance  to  owners  of  nonindustrial  private  forest  lands 
who  are  not  currently  managing  their  forest  lemd.   This  assistance 
helps  landowners  acquire  information  about  managing  private  forest 
lemds,  identify  resource  management  options,  euid  set  resource 
mcinagement  priorities.   The  program  also  provides  a  multi- resource 
forest  pletn  that  identifies  alternative  practices  that  the  landowner 
can  undertake  to  meinage,  enheuice,  and  protect  their  forest  lands  for 
the  production  of  wood,  fish  cind  wildlife  heibitat,  water  quality, 
wetlands,  recreational  value,  and  aesthetics.   In  addition,  landowners 
who  have  Forest  Stewardship  management  plans  qualify  to  apply  for 
cost -share  funding,  under  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Program,  to 
implement  practices  recommended  in  the  plan. 

Additional  staff  is  not  necessary  because  the  progreun  is  delivered 
through  the  State  forestry  agencies  and  contracts  with  private  natural 
resource  consultants . 

Question:  Based  on  the  justification  this  would  aunount  to  over  $1,400 
per  Icindowner.   What  will  the  landowner  receive  for  $1,400? 

Answer:  There  are  three  components  to  the  Forest  Stewardship  progreun: 
Forest  Resource  Management,  Seedlings  Nursery  cUid  Tree  Iirprovement , 
and  Forest  Stewardship.   Therefore,  the  average  amount  of  fineuicial 
assistctnce  provided  to  each  landowner  is  much  less  than  $1,400. 

Approximately  26%  of  Forest  Stewardship  funding  is  distributed  to 
State  forestry  agencies  under  the  Forest  Resource  Management 
ccHi^onent .   The  Forest  Resource  Management  program  provides  general 
forestry  assistance  related  to  timber  management  and  production.   The 
Seedlings,  Nursery  and  Tree  In^jrovement  con^onent  receives  12%  of  the 
Forest  Stewardship  progrsun  funding.   This  program  is  to  improve  tree 
planting  efforts  of  State  forestry  agencies.   The  remaining  62%  is  for 
Forest  Stewardship.   Forest  Stewardship  provides  technical  and 
financial  assistance  to  nonindustrial  private  forest  landowners  (See 
Question  #89)  .   Based  on  the  number  of  landowners  assisted,  the 
average  cost  of  the  Forest  Stewardship  program  per  landowner  is  about 
$875. 

Also,  included  within  the  increase  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  program 
is  $400,000  for  the  President's  Climate  Chamge  Action  Plan. 

Question:  What  is  the  public  benefit  from  this  proposal? 

Answer :  Historically,  less  than  15%  of  the  nonindustrial  private 
forest  l«mds  are  managed  under  pleuis  prepared  by  professional  natural 
resource  meuiagers.  Typically  these  lands  are  cut-over  before 
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professionals  are  consulted.   The  Forest  Stewardship  progrjun  places 
the  professional  resource  mcmagers  in  front  of  the  "chainsaws".   With 
declining  wood  outputs  coining  from  Federal  lands,  harvesting  pressure 
is  being  placed  on  the  nonindustrial  private  forest  lands  to  malce  up 
the  difference  for  wood  products  £uid  services.   The  Forest  Stewardship 
program  helps  to  meet  these  demamds  in  a  sustainadsle  manner  while 
protecting  other  environmental  values  such  as  wildlife  habitat, 
wetlcinds  euid  water  quality. 


EMERGENCY  PEST  SUPPRESSION 

Question:  Why  are  you  requesting  no  additional  money  for  emergency 
pest  suppression? 

Answer:  No  additional  emergency  pest  suppression  funds  are  requested 
since  we  euiticipate  that  cibout  $16.6  million  in  unused  emergency  pest 
suppression  funding  authority  will  be  availaJsle  to  carry  forward  into 
FY  1996.   This  unused  authority,  along  with  the  regular  pest 
suppression  funds  included  in  the  President's  Budget,  should  meet  pest 
suppression  needs  in  FY  1996. 


IiAND  ACQUISITION 
Some  in  the  Congress  say  there  should  be  no  more  Federal  land  acquisition. 

093.  Question:  Aren't  there  some  instcuices  where  Federal  land  acquisition 
makes  your  management  of  forests  more  efficient? 

Answer :  A  benefit  of  m£my  of  our  Icind  acquisitions  is  a  reduction  in 
the  administrative  costs  associated  with  private  land   inholdings 
within  the  National  Forest  System.   These  costs  includes  boundary  line 
maintenance,  resolution  of  unauthorized  development,  euid 
administration  of  land  uses  associated  with  the  private  land 
inholdings,  such  as  access  roads.   In  some  cases,  the  additional 
management  costs  exceed  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land.   For 
example,  administrative  costs  can  exceed  the  property  values  when 
surveying  property  boundary  lines  in  a  location  where  surveys  have 
never  been  completed,  or  reviewing  requests  for  motorized  access 
across  Wilderness  areas  to  private  lands  inholdings. 

094.  Question:  What  other  public  benefits  accrue  from  Federal  land 
acquisition? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  land  acquisition  program  is  focused  on 
building  and  protecting  the  National  Forest  System  for  future 
generations.   Many  areas  within  or  immediately  adjacent  to  existing 
National  Forests  contain  inportant  resources  that,  if  acquired,  will 
help  the  Forest  Service  meet  its  mission  of  caring  for  the  land  and 
serving  the  people.   Typically,  lands  identified  for  acquisition  have 
several  attributes  that  make  them  desirable  for  public  ownership. 
These  attributes  include  public  outdoor  recreation  opportunities, 
critical  wildlife  habitat,  significant  heritage  resources,  and 
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properties  lying  within  a  Wilderness  Area  or  other  Congressionally 
designated  area.   While  many  of  the  tracts  identified  for  acquisition 
contain  more  than  one  beneficial  attribute,  one  or  two  outstauiding 
qualities  highlight  the  need  for  acquisition. 

Question:  How  do  you  determine  your  land  acquisition  priorities? 

Answer:  The  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  (LAPS)  is  used  to 
evaluate  and  rauik  land  acquisition  proposals.   It  accounts  for  threat 
of  development,  recreation  opportunity,  preservation  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species  hcUsitat,  preservation  of  cultural  resources, 
benefits  to  wetlands,  infrastructure  necessary  to  meet  intended 
mainagement  objectives,  recreation  use  growth  rate,  management 
efficiency,  reduced  acquisition  costs,  and  involvement  of  non- federal 
partners.   LAPS  also  allows  for  limited  number  of  priority  points  to 
be  assigned  to  projects  based  on  program  direction  and  emphasis  areas. 


FY    199  6    TI^BER   PROGRAM 

Question:  What  are  the  assumptions  behind  your  1996  timber  sales 
preparation  and  timber  harvest  projections? 

Answer:  The  FY  1996  timber  sales  program  was  developed  from  field 
input.   Each  region  supplied  funding  and  estimated  volume  offered  for 
sale  for  both  the  regular  and  salvage  sale  programs.   Regions  were 
instructed  to  build  a  balcuiced  program  that  addresses  forest 
mauiagement  and   local  community  needs,  fulfills  the  standards  and 
guidelines  in  forest  plans,  and  meets  all  applicable  laws.   In 
addition,  each  region  responded  with  their  capability  to  deliver  the 
expected  offer  level  given  the  issues  euid  concerns  in  their  area.   The 
FY  1996  President's  Budget  is  less  than  the  sum  of  the  regional  volume 
requests,  therefore  it  is  within  the  capsOaility  of  the  regions. 
Funding  priority  was  given  to  Regions  5  cuid  6  to  meet  the  volume  in 
the  President's  plan  by  FY  1997.   In  addition.  Region  6  was  funded  at 
approximately  the  fiscal  year  1995  level  for  timber  sales  management . 
All  other  regional  requests  (and  in  Region  5,  the  forests  outside  the 
President's  Plcui  implementation  area)  were  proportionately  reduced 
with  the  overall  reduction  in  funding  for  timber  sales  management. 

Timber  harvest  projections  are  estimated  by  starting  with  the  volume 
under  contract  at  the  beginning  of  FY  1995  and  adding  the  estimated  FY 
1995  voltune  offered  for  sale  and  subtracting  the  estimated  FY  1995 
volume  harvested.   This  yields  a  estimated  volume  under  contract  at 
the  beginning  of  FY  199  6,  which  is  then  compared  to  recent  trends  in 
harvest  so  a  projected  harvest  level  can  be  made  for  FY  1996.   Most 
regions  harvest  runs  about  50%  to  67%  of  the  volume  under  contract. 
Region  9  is  lower  at  40%  and  Region  3  is  very  high  at  78%. 
Adjustments  in  harvest  are  made  for  the  long  term  contract  in  Region 
10. 
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FOREST  SERVICE  ACTIVITIES  IN  ILLINOIS 

I  am  very  disturbed  that  the  Service  has  proposed  rescinding  $45,000  from  the 
Chicago  Research  Work  Unit  (NC-4902)  as  part  of  the  House  passed  rescission 
from  Forest  Research.   As  I  understand  it,  this  $45,000  reduction  from  their 
small  budget  would  cause  the  cancellation  of  2  important  research  projects. 

096A.     Question:  I  would  like  to  have  your  comments  on  why  you  pl2m  to  take 
this  money  from  the  Chicago  Research  Unit  and  I  would  urge  you  to 
reconsider  that  action. 

Answer :  The  $45,000  rescission  from  RWU-4902  in  Chicago  was  allocated 
to  that  unit  as  part  of  the  North  Central  Forest  Experiment  Station's 
share  of  the  total  FY  1995  $6,000,000  rescission  of  Forest  Service 
Research  Funds.   The  rescission  was  equitably  apportioned  among 
Research  Work  Units  in  the  North  Central  Forest  Experiment  Station  to 
minimize  impacts  on  research  programs. 

097.  Question:  What  is  your  FY  96  budget  request  for  the  Chicago  Research 
Work  Unit  (NC-4902)? 

Answer:  The  President's  Budget  for  FY  1996  calls  for  $853,000  for 
NC-4902  in  Chicago. 

098.  Question:  Would  your  FY  96  request  for  the  Chicago  Research  Work  Unit 
(NC-4902)  provide  sufficient  funding  for  the  Unit  to  continue  the 
important  projects  it  is  currently  involved  in?   Specifically,  I  am 
thinking  of  the  "Ecosystem  Management  Project  in  the  Greater  Chicago 
Metropolitan  Area"  and  the  "Chicago  River  Project"  and  the  "Urban 
Resources  Partnership."  The  Chicago  Unit  has  an  extremely  able  staff 
and  they  have  played  a  key  role  in  getting  these  efforts  underway  and 
I  would  hope  the  Service  recognizes  the  importcuice  of  continuing  them. 

Answer :  Yes,  in  FY  1996  the  Chicago  Research  Work  Unit  (NC-4902)  will 
give  priority  to  continuing  its  support  for:   "Ecosystem  Management 
Project  in  the  Greater  Chicago  Metropolitan  Area;"  the  "Chicago  River 
Project;"  eind  the  "Urbaui  Resources  Partnership." 


URBAN  RESOURCES  PARTNERSHIP 

I  was  pleased  to  see  in  your  response  to  a  question  I  asked  in  January  aJjout 
the  Urban  Resources  Partnership.   The  Partnership  has  produced  some  amazing 
results  and  I'm  glad  the  Service  is  fully  aware  of  those  achievements.   I  )tnow 
that  the  Partnership  office  in  Chicago  is  enormously  important  to  the  City  and 
has  done  a  tremendous  amount  of  good  for  the  area.   I  hope  that  as  you  add 
cities  to  this  program  you  don't  decrease  funding  for  cities  already 
participating. 

099.     Question:  Have  other  cities  joined  the  Urbeui  Resources  Partnership? 
Do  you  anticipate  others  joining  in  FY  96?  What  has  the 
Administration  req[uested  in  FY  96  for  the  Partnership?  Under  this 
request,  how  much  would  go  to  each  city? 
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Answer:  Four  other  cities  were  added  in  FY  1995.   They  are  Los 
Angeles,  CA;  Denver,  CO;  East  St.  Louis,  IL;  and   Philadelphia,  PA. 

Adding  other  cities  in  FY  1996  is  not  anticipated. 

The  President's  Budget  does  not  request  funds  specifically  for  the 
Urban  Resource  Partnership  (URP)  prograun.   Fionding  appropriated  for 
Urbeui  and  Community  Forestry  would  be  used  to  continue  the  URP  program 
in  FY  1996.   Based  on  the  President's  Budget,  approximately  $250,000 
will  be  allocated  to  each  of  the  existing  Urban  Resource  Partnership 
cities:   Atlanta,  GA;  Chicago,  IL;  New  York,  NY;  Seattle,  WA;  Los 
Angeles,  CA;  Denver,  CO;  East  St.  Louis,  XL;  and  Philadelphia,  PA. 

Question:  Your  FY  95  appropriation  included  $879,000  through  the  Urban 
and  Community  Forestry  program  for  the  first  of  a  two  year  project 
"Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Chicago  Metropoliteui  Area."   Has  this 
project  gone  well?  What  has  been  accomplished?  Are  you  plauining  to 
continue  it  in  FY  96? 

Answer:  The  "Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Chicago  Metropoliteui  Area" 
project  is  well  underway,  and  is  proceeding  successfully.   The  project 
seeks  to  restore  67,700  acres  of  the  Forest  Preserve  District  of  Cook 
County  (District)  to  their  original  oak-saveuinah  and  related  ecosystem 
types.   The  project  consists  of  two  parts.   The  first  consists  of  the 
creation  of  a  District-wide  ecosystem  management  plan,  while  the 
second  focuses  upon  on -  the - ground  implementation  projects  needed  to 
restore  the  District's  natural  resources.   Accomplishments  to  date 
include : 

Formed  a  multi -disciplinary  planning  team  including  all 
departments  of  the  Forest  Preserve  District  of  Cook  County,  as 
well  as  5  members  from  the  private  sector  and  other  federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies.   Este±ilished  a  team  goal  that  seeks  to 
insure  ecological  management  as  an  integral  component  of  managing 
all  of  the  District's  lands. 

Estciblished  an  800  acre  demonstration  project  at  Swallow  Cliff 
Woods,  eind  completed  a  management  pleui  for  the  demonstration 
project  area.   Retained  a  volunteer  steward  for  the  demonstration 
project,  and  utilized  40  volunteers  on  a  weekly  basis  to  work  on 
site  restoration.   Work  has  focused  on  brush  removal;  seed 
collection;  plsmting  of  new  seedlings;  ouid  conducting  education 
outreach  activities.   Begem  publication  of  a  volunteer 
newsletter,  "Swallow  Tales." 

Employed  21  urban  youth  for  6  weeks  through  the  District's  Youth 
Opportunity  Corps  to  conduct  restoration  work  at  the  Swallow 
Cliff  Woods  demonstration  project  not  suiteible  for  volunteers. 
These  youth  received  training  in  ecosystem  restoration  work  auid 
environmental  education  while  earning  wages. 

Initiated  recruitment  emd  hiring  of  5  full-time  resource 
professionals  euid  5  seasonal  interpretive  personnel.   This  cadre 
will  develop  the  District-wide  ecosystem  management  plan;  develop 
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a  Geographic  Information  System  to  cojnpile,  store  and   emalyze 
data,-  and  further  the  training  and  education  of  the  Youth 
Opportunity  Corps  workers . 

In  the  upcoming  months,  the  District  will  continue  development  of  the 
District -wide  ecosystem  management  plaui  auid  additional  management 
activities  for  the  Swallow  Cliff  Woods  demonstration  project.   The 
District  will  also  hire  14  enployees  recruited  from  the  inner  city  of 
Chicago  to  continue  restoration  work. 


SHAWNEE  NATIONAL  FOREST 

Question:  Is  there  currently  clear  cutting  or  other  forms  of  even  aged 
mfuiagement  being  used  in  the  Shawnee  National  Forest? 

Answer:  Even  aged  management  is  not  being  used  in  hardwood  timber 
stsmds  for  timber  commodity  production.   In  our  pine  stands,  which  are 
being  managed  for  ecological  restoration,  we  are  using  delayed 
shelterwood  and  partial  conversion  cuts.   Both  harvest  methods  will 
result  in  a  even  aged  stand,  although  we  may  not  remove  the  final 
overstory . 

Question:  What  is  the  plsmned  level  of  timber  harvest  for  the  Shawnee 
for  FY  96?  How  does  that  compare  with  figures  from  the  last  ten 
years?   Please  provide  those  harvest  figures. 

Answer :  Planned  sell  for  FY  95  is  4.2  million  board  feet.  Actual 
harvest  level  will  depend  on  outcome  of  litigation  smd  the  social 
climate,  but  could  be  as  much  as  10  million  board  feet. 

Volume  Harvested  (million  board  feet) 

Year          Pine          Hardwood  Total 

4.3  12.7 
4.9  8.5 

3.4  5.9 
5.3  9.9 

12.4  17.8 

6.6  12.1 

1.1  5.2 

1.3  8.7 

.9  4.1 

.1  4.2 

.7  4.1 

.1  2.7 


bill  impact  the  Shawnee?  How  meuiy  board  feet  of  salvage  timber  would 
come  out  of  the  Shawnee  as  a  result  of  this  rider? 

Answer :  Harvesting  the  majority  of  the  dead  and  dying  timber  could 
potentially  produce  6  million  board  feet  per  year  for  some  time, 
considering  the  mature  and  overmature  condition  of  the  forest . 


1983 

8.4 

1984 

3.6 

1985 

2.5 

1986 

4.6 

1987 

5.4 

1988 

5.5 

1989 

4.1 

1990 

7.4 

1991 

3.2 

1992 

4.1 

1993 

3.4 

1994 

2.6 

Question:  How  would 
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Based  on  the  most  recent  Shawnee  Forest  Inventory  (1984) ,  the 
following  Hardwood  sawtimber  volume  is  being  lost  to  mortality  each 
year: 

Species  Mortality  Value 

White  Oak  649  mbf  $   103,840 

Red  &  Black.  Oak     6,088  mbf  $1,522,000 

Ash  60  mbf  $    9,600 

Yellow  Poplar         366  mbf  S    29.280 

7,163  mbf  $1,664,720 

mbf  =  thousand  board  feet . 
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ADDITIONAL  QOBSTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  JBRRY  LBWIS 

AIRBORNE  INFRARED  LINE  SCANNING  SYSTEM  (PIRBPLY) 

Question:  Can  you  describe  the  information  that  is  obtained  fron  the 
airborne  infrared  (IR)  line  scanning  system  called  Firefly,  and  how  is 
it  used  to  fight  wild  fires?  Does  Firefly  deliver  a  film  overlay 
which  must  be  placed  on  a  map  to  indicate  location  of  hot  spots? 

Answer :  Information  gathered  is  imagery  on  wildfire  location,  size, 
and  intensity  that  is  overlaid  on  maps  and  transmitted  in  real  time  to 
Incident  Coirananders.  They  use  this  information  to  make  strategic  and 
tactical  decisions  in  wildfire  suppression.   Firefly  delivers  both 
real  time  on  video  and  instant  overlay  to  geo-reference  maps. 

Question:  What  were  the  original  goals  for  Firefly? 

Answer :  The  original  goals  were  to  develop  a  system  that  would  locate, 
cuid  plot  ground  wildfire  information  for  real  time  video  and  instant 
overlay  on  geo- referenced  maps. 

Question:  Is  Firefly  fully  operational?   If  not,  what  needs  to  be  done 
to  make  it  fully  operational?  How  much  time  and  money  will  it  take? 

Answer:  Yes,  Firefly  is  fully  operational. 

Question:  The  Firefly  was  flown  in  September  1993  in  conjunction  with 
the  DOD  Redsky  Progrsun,  and   was  also  tested  on  a  number  of  wildlzmd 
fires  during  September  emd  October  1993 .   Did  the  tests  show  Firefly 
performed  to  it's  original  goals?   Is  there  a  test  report  confirming 
that?  Does  Firefly  need  Systems  Engineering  work  done?  Why?  How 
much  is  being  spent  on  the  Systems  Engineering  Work? 

Answer:  The  test  results  showed  Firefly  met  most  of  the  original 
goals.   With  some  adjustment  cind  enhancement.  Firefly  was  brought  up 
to  original  goals.  Yes,  there  is  a  final  report  of  acceptcuice  for  the 
Firefly  project.   Firefly  needs  yearly  systems  engineering  work  to 
keep  pace  with  the  rapidly  evolving  world  of  infrared  imagery  and 
cod^uter  applications  capabilities.   The  costs  of  the  systems 
engineering  work  are  part  of  the  annual  infrared  program  support 
allocation. 

Question:  Would  it  be  prudent  for  the  D.S.  Forest  Service  to 
investigate  existing,  off-the-shelf  hardware  which  would  meet  and 
exceed  the  current  performauice  of  the  Firefly  system  without  incurring 
additional  development  cost? 

Answer :  Yes,  to  keep  pace  with  rapidly  evolving  infrared  technology. 

Question:  If  you  have  investigated  existing  systems,  what  shortfalls 
do  you  find?  Have  you  investigated  the  costs  of  fixing  shortfalls  of 
alternate  systems  as  coopared  to  costs  of  making  Firefly  fully 
operational?   Is  it  true  that  these  newer  systems  incorporate 


102 


state-of-the-art  technology  not  available  when  Firefly  was  developed; 
amd  that  these  systems  offer  greater  performeuice  at  a  lower  cost? 

Answer:  We  are  in  the  process  of  investigating  existing  systems  as  a 
part  of  doing  business  in  infrared.   We  have  no  data  currently 
displaying  auiy  shortfalls  or  cost  comparisons.   Newer  systems  we  are 
investigating  have  been  shown  to  contain  state-of-the-art  technology 
in  some  component  parts  that  were  not  availaUale  when  Firefly  was 
developed. 

110.  Question:  Would  a  real  time  IR  Image  be  more  useful  than  a  map  overlay 
of  hot  spots? 

Answer :  Yes,  in  some  areas.  We  currently  have  real  time  IR  imagery 
with  the  Firefly  project  as  well  as  additional  products  for  various 
fire  intelligence  needs. 

111.  Question:  Would  a  real  time  IR  Image  system  be  useful  for  other 
forestry  uses  such  as  law  enforcement  auid  mapping?   Is  fire  intensity 
an  issue? .. .amd  would  a  system  with  high  resolution  produce  meaningful 
fire  intensity  data  eind  provide  earlier  detection  of  smaller  fires 
before  they  become  major  problems? 

Answer :  Yes,  this  imagery  could  be  of  use  in  other  program  areas. 
Fire  intensity  is  sm  issue  in  imagery  resolution.   The  use  of  Firefly 
imagery  is  more  important  in  mapping  and  plotting  existing  wildfires 
than  for  early  detection.  We  use  other  means  to  accomplish  detection. 
"Spot  fire"  detection  associated  with  existing  wildfires  is  a  concern 
and  we  routinely  use  Firefly  for  that. 

112.  Question:  There  is  an  off-the-shelf  system  available  which  is  in 
operational  use  in  the  O.S.  Army  and  has  several  uses  within  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  (fire  fighting,  law  enforcement,  mapping) .   Therefore, 
why  would  the  D.S.  Forest  Service  decide  to  spend  more  money 
attempting  to  make  Firefly  operational? 

Answer :  We  have  already  made  Firefly  operational.   We  are  aware  of 
off-the-shelf  systems  amd  are  investigating  them  to  see  if  they  can 
coopliment  Firefly's  capabilities.   Qf f -the-shelf  components  normally 
need  modifications  to  adjust  to  the  wildfire  suppression  mission. 

113.  Question:  What  was  the  total  value  of  property  destroyed  in  the  U.S. 
over  the  last  few  years?  Would  it  be  prudent  for  the  O.S.  Forest 
Service  to  procure  at  least  one  other  state-of-the-art  real  time  IR 
Imaging  system  to  fly  for  or  in  conjunction  with  Firefly  to  somehow 
stem  this  terrible  loss?   It  would  appear  that  just  a  small 
incremental  improvement  in  those  losses  would  pay  for  the  system. 

Answer :  We  do  not  have  cost  data  of  the  total  value  of  property 
destroyed  in  the  D.S.  over  the  last  few  years.   We  do  have  two  other 
infrared  systems  we  are  using  in  conjunction  with  the  Firefly  system 
at  this  time. 
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ADDITIONAL  QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  CHARLES  TAYLOR 


TIMBER  SALVAGE 

Question:  Yesterday,  I  read  in  "Greenwire"  that  the  Forest  Service 
says  this  amendment  will  lose  money.  According  to  the  figures  you  sent 
CBO,  the  amendment  will  raise  money.  Doesn't  the  Forest  Service  still 
believe  that  the  timber  salvage  amendment  as  passed  by  the  House  will 
raise  revenue  over  the  life  of  the  amendment? 

Answer:   We  have  not  adjusted  or  changed  our  receipt  projections  since 
those  sent  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  on  March  8,  1995.   At 
that  time  three  scenarios  were  developed  to  estimate  costs  and 
receipts  for  the  salvage  aunendment .   Costs  and  receipts  for  Scenario  3 
were  calculated  based  on  implementing  the  eunendment  by  April  1,  1995 
and  as  exactly  written.   Under  this  scenario,  approximately  $444 
million  of  additional  receipts  from  the  additional  salvage  volume 
above  what  was  already  plouined  would  be  generated  over  fiscal  years 
1995  through  1998.   First,  the  salvage  sale  fund  would  be  reimbursed 
for  the  estimated  net  additional  cost  of  $158  million  dollars  ($222 
million  of  additional  cost  minus  $64  million  of  savings  from  current 
salvage  prograun)  for  the  additional  volume  over  the  period.   It  is 
also  estimated  that  eibout  $119  million  would  be  required  for  Knutson  - 
Vcuidenberg  (K-V)  collections  for  reforestation  and  other  resource 
improvements.   An  estimated  $112  million  in  payments  to  States  would 
be  made  in  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998.   Subtracting  these  costs 
from  the  projected  receipts  leaves  $55  million  available  for  return  to 
the  Treasury,  either  as  National  Forest  Fund  collections  on  individual 
timber  sales  or  as  excess  Salvage  Sale  Fund  collections. 

Question:  Are  there  funds  available  in  the  Forest  Service  budget  to 
aggressively  prepare  and  offer  salvage  sales  in  fiscal  1995  auid  1996? 

Answer :   There  are  adequate  funds  in  the  Salvage  Sale  Fund  to 
implement  the  amendment  as  written.   It  appears  the  fund  will  become 
almost  depleted  in  fiscal  year  1996  as  costs  are  incurred  before 
revenues  are  generated.   However,  at  about  that  same   time  revenues 
from  the  increased  sale  of  salvage  should  start  to  become  availeUsle. 
The  Salvage  Sale  Fund  will  be  made  whole  again  by  fiscal  year  1998. 

Question:  Would  you  expect  higher  risk  to  wildfire  suppression  actions 
in  the  future  without  treatment  today? 

Answer:  Yes,  as  fuel  loading  increases,  both  in  sunount  on  a  site  and 
in  size  of  areas  with  continuous  fuels,  the  risk  to  people,  resources 
cuid  for  large,  expensive  fires  increases. 

Question:  Would  you  expect  fire  suppression  costs  and  inpacts  to 
resources  to  decline  if  fuel  loads  and  at  risk  forests  are  treated? 

Answer :   Yes,  if  fuels  are  managed  on  a  Isundscape  scale,  resource 
damages  and  suppression  costs  will  decrease.   Benefits  of 
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vegetation/fuel  management  will  not  be  realized  until  mosiacs  are 
established  on  a  Icuidscape  scale.   Management  progrcuns  should  be 
implemented  to  maintain  desired  mosiac  conditions. 

Question:  Congress  has  limited  the  Forest  Service's  use  of  scaling  for 
determining  the  sold  volume  to  salvage  and  thinning  sales.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  these  exceptions  were  provided  in  response  to  both 
agency  and  industry  concerns  as  to  the  ability  to  accurately  cruise 
salvage  and  thinning  volumes.  I  also  understcuid  this  has  resulted  in  a 
major  decline  in  the  number  of  skilled  scalers,  both  within  the  Forest 
Service  and  in  the  private  sector. 

Is  the  Forest  Service  presently  capeJDle  of  providing  the  additional 
scaling  services  anticipated  under  the  emergency  salvage  program?  If 
not,  are  you  developing  a  strategy  to  respond  to  the  increased  demand? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  is  capable  of  providing  scaling  for  the 
additional  salvage  volume .   This  volume  will  either  be  scaled  with 
Forest  Service  employees  or  contractors,  weighed,  or  tree  measured. 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  has  experienced  a  considerable  reduction 
in  its  workforce  during  the  past  two  years.  Furthermore,  agency  (or 
Department)  direction  for  reductions  appears  to  have  focused  on  those 
skills  essential  to  maintaining  a  timber  sale  program. 

Does  the  Forest  Service  currently  have  sufficient  skilled  personnel  to 
undertake  a  massive  emergency  salvage  sale  program?  If  not,  have  you 
developed  a  strategy  to  assure  that  skilled  personnel  are  availeUjle  to 
perform  the  necessary  work? 

Answer :   We  do  not  have  the  necessary  skills  to  undertake  a  massive 
salvage  progrcun.   We  have  recently  signed  an  interagency  MQD  aimed  at 
expediting  Endangered  Species  Act  consultation  procedures,  which 
should  help.   The  provisions  in  the  salvage  amendment  giving  us 
authority  to  rehire  "Buyout"  employees  and   use  emergency  contracting 
procedures  would  also  help  considereibly.   We  are  currently  in  the 
process  of  developing  a  detailed  strategy  to  expedite  salvage  amd  have 
scheduled  a  meeting  to  advance  this  objective  with  people  from  all 
Forest  Service  Regions  during  the  week  of  ^ril  3  in  Denver. 


WQRKFQRCE  CQMPOSITION 

Question:  As  your  policy  of  ecosystem  memagement  is  applied  in  the 
field,  timber  harvesting  is  still  required  as  a  prescription  and 
funding  source  for  many   projects.  The  employee  buyout  program  seems  to 
be  geared  towards  experienced  foresters  rather  than  the  numerous 
"ologists"  with  limited  professional  expertise.  Your  response  to  my 
question  at  our  last  hearing  was  very  general .  Please  provide  me  for 
the  record  the  shifts  in  disciplines  by  permanent  employees  for  the 
following:  foresters,  civil  engineers,  hydrologists,  fishery 
biologists,  botanists,  wildlife  biologists,  ecologists,  forestry 
techniciauis,  and   engineering  techniciems. 
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Anfiwfir:   The  following  chart  sumnarizeB  both  the  shifts  within  series 
and  the  shifts  among  series  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  permanent 
workforce  (Wkfc) . 


Position 

4/e/?2 

%  of 

Wkfc 

3/15/93 

4/1/94 

3/31/?$ 

%  of 
Wkfc 

*  Change 
in  series 

Forester 

5341 

15.2 

5200 

4919 

4189 

13.9 

-22% 

Civil  Bngr 

1043 

3.0 

1001 

925 

806 

2.7 

-23% 

Hydrologist 

270 

0.8 

277 

280 

274 

0.9 

+  1% 

Fish  Biol 

294 

0.8 

324 

362 

364 

1  .2 

-f24% 

Botanist 

99 

0.3 

116 

122 

118 

0.4 

+  19% 

Wil<llf  Biol 

895 

2.6 

899 

894 

843 

2.8 

-  6% 

Ecologist 

122 

0.3 

157 

181 

181 

0.6 

+48% 

Forest  Tech 

7854 

22.4 

7771 

7460 

6315 

21.0 

-20% 

Bngrg  Tech 

1683 

4.8 

1624 

1461 

1133 

3.8 

-33% 

122 


NOTE:   4/92  data  includes  an  estimated  40  employees  (spread  among  the 
listed  series)  with  term  appointments.   Term  appointments  last  less  than 
4  years.   Data  for  3/31/95  only  includes  employees  with  permanent 
appointments. 


FOREST  HEALTH 

Questian:  It  is  my  understanding  that  a  team  of  Forest  Service  ejq>erts 
prepared  a  plan  to  treat  over  5  million  acres  of  forests  in  the  west 
in  an  attempt  to  get  a  handle  on  the  forest  health  crisis.  In  the 
administration's  Western  Forest  Health  Initiative,  you  propose  to 
treat  only  1  million  acres.  Could  you  please  explain  why  the 
administration  watered  down  the  recommendation  of  a  team  of  experts 
asked  to  prepare  recommendations  to  deal  with  the  forest  health  crisis 
in  the  West? 

Answer:   The  Western  Forest  Health  Initiative  (WFHI)  provides 
recommendations  to  address  forest  health,  and  includes  examples  of 
on-the-ground  projects  scheduled  by  the  National  Forests  to  meet 
critical  forest  health  problems.   The  WFHI  does  not  establish  or  limit 
the  amount  of  acreage  that  will  be  treated.   The  examples  of  projects 
in  the  WFHI  illustrate  a  number  of  ways  forest  health  needs  are  being 
met.   The  amount  of  acreage  to  be  treated  is  determined  by  each 
National  Forest  based  on  factors  such  as  availability  of  funding  and 
completion  of  site-specific  analyses  to  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 

Question:  The  administration's  eastside  screens,  according  to  Forest 
Service  scientists,  have  resulted  in  the  loss  of  135,000  acres  of  old 
growth  forest  and  have  placed  at  risk  another  500,000  acres.  Isn't  it 
time  to  rescind  this  restrictive  forest  policy  and  return  to  a 
reasonable  policy  of  promoting  healthy  forest  ecosystems? 

Answer:  The  eastside  screens  were  developed  as  interim  guidelines 
while  the  Eastside  Ecosystem  Assessment  Project  in  Walla  Walla,  WA  is 
completed.   The  objective  is  to  preserve  options  for  management 
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decisions  resulting  from  the  Assessment.   The  135,000  acres  of  old 
growth  at  serious  risk  did  not  result  from  implementation  of  the 
screens,  but  from  past  management  decisions  and  natural  occurrences. 
With  the  screen  modifications  currently  in  progress,  many  of  the  "at 
risk"  acres  will  be  ccuididates  for  treatment  that  will  maintain  or 
restore  their  health. 


EMERGENCY  SALVAGE  PROGRAM  ; 

Question:  Has  the  agency  considered  deferring  the  reduction  in  its 
workforce  in  order  to  implement  the  emergency  salvage  program?  What 
would  such  a  deferral  cost? 

Answer:   After  considering  delaying  further  the  reductions  in  the 
workforce,  the  Agency  believes  it  should  continue  for  the  following 
reasons .   Regions  1 ,  4 ,  axid  6  would  be  the  most  affected  by  ein 
emergency  salvage  program.   The  type  of  skills  that  are  lacking  varies 
widely  between  forests.   The  Agency  believes  a  mix  of  contracting  eind 
some  short-term  rehire  would  be  needed  to  offer  the  additional  salvage 
timber.   For  the  Agency  to  maintain  reasonable  unit  costs  and  be 
efficient,  downsizing  needs  to  continue.   With  the  current  downsizing 
process,  units  have  the  option  to  modify  their  plcui  based  on  changed 
conditions . 

Some  units  lost  their  expertise  in  contracting  for  services  or 
products,  sale  layout,  suid  sale  administration.   In  these  instances,  a 
combination  of  ideas  including  rehire,  long-term  details,  and  the 
sharing  of  contracting  expertise  will  be  needed  to  get  the  job 
accomplished . 

A  quick  estimate  of  skills  needed  to  get  the  job  done  indicates  the 
need  for  an  additional  300-500  highly  skilled  people  for  a  period  of 
two  years  or  less.   Estimated  einnual  cost  is  $12,000,000  for  the  two 
year  period. 

Question:  Does  the  Forest  Service  currently  have  sufficient  authority 
to  contract  out  timber  sale  design  auid  layout  work  where  there  lacks 
sufficient  skilled  Forest  Service  personnel?  Are  there  any  roadblocks, 
legally  or  fiscally,  that  impede  the  agency  from  contracting  out  such 
services?  I  know  that  the  House -passed  emergency  salvage  cunendment 
gives  you  the  ability  to  hire  employees  that  have  left  the  Service 
only  very  recently,  but  are  there  other  impediments  that  need  to  be 
addressed? 

Answer :   The  provisions  in  the  House -passed  emergency  salvage 
amendment,  which  would  give  the  Forest  Service  authority  for  emergency 
contracting  and  rehiring  "buyout"  employees  without  penalties,  would 
remove  the  major  administrative  impediments  to  preparing  more 
salvage.   To  clarify  the  authority  being  given,  we  would  suggest  the 
technical  lanc^uage  in  the  bill  concerning  expedited  contracting  be 
chcuiged  to  read  as  follows: 
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(4)  Sale  Preparation  --  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  make  use  of 
all  available  authority,  including  the  employment  of  private 
contractors,  to  prepare  ^uld  advertise  salvage  timber  sales  under 
subsection  (b)  to  meet  the  applicable  schedule  specified  in 
paragraph  (2) .   The  preparation  and  award  of  such  contracts  shall 
be  authorized  in  accordance  with  this  Amendment  and  10  U.S.C. 
2304(c) (2)  (Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  (FAR)  Subpart  6.302-2, 
Unusual  and  Compelling  Urgency) ,  and  shall  be  exempt  from  the 
publicizing  requirements  of  15  U.S.C.  637(c)  smd   41  U.S.C.  416 

(FAR  Subpart  5.202(a) (2),  and  the  competition  requirements  of  10 
U.S.C.  2304  (FAR  Subparts  6.302,  6.303,  and  6.304).   The 
provisions  of  section  3 (d) (1) 

It  would  also  be  helpful  if  Ijuiguage  were  added  removing  any 
restrictions  on  cind  approval  requirements  for  personal  services 
contracts . 

Question :  What  can  this  Committee,  smd  Congress,  do  to  help  you  as 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  successfully  accomplish  the  emergency 
salvage  prograun  targets  other  them  what  you  have  given  me  in  your 
recent  letter? 

Answer :  Other  than   the  suggested  technical  changes  to  the  leuiguage 
concerning  contracting  (given  in  our  response  to  question  124) ,  the 
most  important  assistance  that  can  be  provided  to  assist  us  in 
successful  implementation  would  be  to  give  the  agency  the  maximum 
flexibility  possible  in  accomplishing  the  overall  goals  of  the 
legislation.   We  would  suggest  that  removal  of  the  requirement  that  a 
certain  percentange  of  the  volume  be  accomplished  in  the  first  90  days 
is  one  exeunple  of  the  flexibility  needed  for  successful 
implementation. 

Question:  Last  year,  in  the  Senate  field  hearing  in  Boise,  Chief 
Thomas  testified  that  the  forest  health  crises  were  the  product  of  too 
miuiy  trees  euid  mamy  of  them  the  wrong  species.  The  national  forests 
are  growing  at  20  BBF  of  timber  with  an   average  mortality  of  6  BBF. 
The  Administration  has  proposed  a  total  harvest  of  3.7  BBF.  How  ceui  a 
harvest  of  3.7  BBF  from  forests  growing  20  BBF  improve  forest  health 
in  overcrowded  forests? 

Answer:  The  current  forest  health  problem  has  been  building  for  the 
past  100  or  more  years  -  since  the  period  of  settlement  and  the  end  of 
burning  by  indigenous  peoples .   Our  understeuiding  of  the  ecosystem  and 
its  con^lex  processes  has  improved.   We  ccui  now  see  the  error  in  some 
of  our  well-intentioned  past  practices.   At  the  same  time,  we  ceuinot 
logistically  or  ecologically  correct  all  the  problems  as  quiclcly  as  we 
would  lilce  -  it  is  socially  and   ecologically  infeasible.   We  will  have 
to  restore  the  deunaged  auid  unsustaineUsle  systems  carefully  and 
systeiriatically .   A  Jceystone  of  our  approach  is  to  understand  the 
consequences  and  linkages  of  our  actions  throughout  the  ecosystem.   To 
do  this  we  need  multi- scale  ecological  assessments  that  set  the 
context  for  site  specific  projects.   These  assessments  are  underway  in 
several  areas,  and   will  address  the  human,  physical  and  biological 
dimensions  of  ecosystems.   While  we  can  and  are  initiating  actions 
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before  conpleting  these  assessments,  once  we  have  their  results  our 
in^lementation  of  health  restoring  activities  will  be  accelerated. 
For  the  immediate  future,  we  are  concentrating  our  actions  on  high 
priority  areas,  using  a  framework  that  was  developed  as  part  of  the 
Western  Forest  Health  Initiative. 

Question:  Current  forest  plans  generally  prohibit  forest  management 
activities  on  75%  of  the  national  forest  lemd  base.  How  can   a 
prohibition  on  tree  harvesting  on  75%  of  the  land  base  improve  forest 
health  2md  significantly  reduce  the  threat  of  wildfire? 

Answer :  As  we  move  toward  restoring  and  maintaining  ecosystems,  our 
management  activities  must  become  more  ecologically  based. 
Sustainability  demands  that  we  view  the  land  more  holistically  and  as 
a  complete  system. 

Our  current  forest  planning  regulations  and  processes  were  desigrned  to 
reflect  the  old  paradigm.   We  hope  to  soon  release  new  plcuining 
regulations  for  public  review  cuid  comment  that  move  our  planning 
processes  to  becoming  more  ecologically  based. 

The  problems  with  forest  health  and  unnatural  and  potentially 
catastrophic  fuel  loadings  do  not  just  occur  on  what  we  now  call  the 
suitable  lands.   To  truly  address  the  problems,  our  planning  and 
actions  must  also  include  the  other  than  suited  leinds  to  the  meucimum 
extent  possible  under  laws  and  budget  level . 


1994  WILDFIRES 

128.  Question:  How  much  did  the  Forest  Service  spend  to  extinguish  the  1994 
wildfires?  Were  you  forced  to  drain  the  Emergency  Contingency  Fund? 
How  much  were  you  forced  to  tap  into  the  K-V  Trust  Fund  to  cover 
wildfire  costs? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  spent  $757  million  in  Emergency  Forest 
Service  Firef ighting  Funds  in  FY  1994  .   Included  in  this  figure  was 
the  entire  Emergency  Contigency  Fund  of  $188  million  and  $350  million 
borrowed  from  the  K-V  Trust  Fvmd. 

129.  Question:  How  much  does  the  agency  need  to  reimburse  the  K-y  Trust 
Fund  to  insure  that  reforestation  and  stand  in^rovement  can   be 
acconplished  as  plauined? 

Answer :  The  1994  fire  season  was  the  most  catastrophic  in  the  history 
of  the  Forest  Service  in  terms  of  loss  of  life,  and  the  natural  eund 
monetary  resources  consumed.   Financial  obligations  for  fire 
suppression  in  FY  1994  totaled  $749.6  million.   To  avoid  a  deficiency, 
the  Forest  Service  advanced  $350  million  from  the  Knutson-Vamdenberg 
(K-V)  funds  to  the  Emergency  Forest  Service  Pirefighting  Fund 
(EFSFF) .   When  coupled  with  prior  advances  for  emergency  fire  fighting 
from  previous  years,  the  eunount  advanced  to  EFSFF  from  K-V  totalled 
$645  million  and  reduced  the  cash  balance  in  the  K-V  fimd  to  about 
$118  million  as  of  the  end  of  FY  1994 . 
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We  have  been  doing  all  we  can  internally  Co  deal  with  this  situation. 
As  of  the  end  of  February  of  this  year,  $350  million  has  been  repaid 
to  the  K-V  fund  from  EFSFF.   This  still  leaves  us  with  an  additional 
$295  million  needed  to  fully  repay  the  K-V  fund.   K-V  funds  may  be 
used  in  support  of  a  variety  of  renewable  resource  projects  in 
addition  to  reforestation  and  timber  steund  improvement  work.   At 
present,  about  75  cents  on  every  K-V  dollar  goes  toward  reforestation 
emd   timber  stand  improvement  work.   Thus,  about  $221  million  would  be 
needed  to  reimburse  the  K-V  fund  to  insure  that  reforestation  and 
timber  stand  improvement  work  can  be  acconplished  as  planned. 

Question:  The  FY96  request  calls  for  constant  funding  for  the 
appropriated  reforestation  program.  This  account  pays  for 
reforestation  after  wildfires.  Will  the  agency  be  able  to  acconplish 
all  necessary  reforestation  after  the  1994  wildfires? 

Answer:  ^propriated  reforestation  funds  do  provide  support  for 
reforestation  activities  following  natural  disasters.   Needs  arise 
continuously  from  disturbance  events  such  as  hurricauies,  wildfires,  or 
widespread  pest  problems  from  year-to-year  across  the  191  million 
acres  we  manage.   In  one  year,  the  focus  may  be  on  reforestation  of 
pine  stemds  in  the  southeast  following  Hurricane  Hugo.   The  following 
year  may  find  a  large  commitment  of  resources  to  support  reforestation 
on  fire-ravaged  National  Forests  in  Id£iho  or  California.   Appropriated 
reforestation  funds  are  necessary  in  one  or  more  Regions  to 
effectively  deal  with  these  needs. 

We  tcLbulate  reforestation  needs  annually  by  National  Forest  as 
required  under  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  of  1976,  euid  submit 
the  status  of  reforestation  needs  in  the  Report  of  the  Forest 
Service.   The  latest  figures  as  of  the  end  of  FY  1994  do  include 
reforestation  needs  identified  as  a  result  of  the  1994  wildfires,  but 
we  anticipate  that  the  majority  of  these  fire-related  needs  will  be 
included  in  the  FY  1995  reforestation  needs  report.   The  latest 
figures  also  indicate  that  reforestation  needs  arising  from  all 
sources  continue  to  decline  as  a  servicewide  trend.   We  will  continue 
to  closely  monitor  these  trends  in  reforestation  needs  to  insure  we 
are  providing  the  resources  needed  to  promptly  reforest  National 
Forest  System  lands . 

Question:  Could  you  please  briefly  describe  your  euialysis  suid  review 
of  the  deaths  of  the  26  firefighters  last  summer?  What  steps  have  been 
taken  to  insure  the  safety  of  firefighters?  Are  you  working  on 
insuring  that  more  agency  personnel  receive  firefighting  training? 

Answer:   Last  fire  season  the  federal  wildland  fire  agencies  and  their 
state  partners  lost  28  firefighters  (employees  cuid  contractors) 
working  on  or  supporting  wildlcuid  fire  suppression  activities.   About 
one  third  of  the  victims  were  working  on  Forest  Service  fires  yet 
three  cjuarters  were  Forest  Service  employees,  several  assisting  other 
agencies  at  the  time  of  their  accidents.   Nine  died  in  accidents 
involving  aircraft.   Each  accident  has  been  thoroughly  investigated  to 
determine  probable  cause  cind  to  inclement  measures  to  prevent  future 
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occurences.   The  Forest  Service  2md  other  agencies  have  conducted 
extensive  reviews  to  analyze  these  accidents  and  the  environments 
surrounding  them.   The  investigations  cuid  reviews  revealed  needs  to 
emphasize  esteUslished  firefighting  tenants  cuid  to  strengthen 
managerial  oversight  and  accountability.   Corrective  actions  are  being 
taken  at  every  level  of  the  Forest  Service. 

All  persons  enployed  for  fire  suppression  activities  will  be  fully 
trained  and  will  meet  the  e^^erience  and   physical  requirements  for 
their  positions.  We  rely  heavily  on  personnel  in  other  thaui  Fire 
Management  positions  to  meet  the  extreme  demsmds  of  fire  seasons  like 
1994 .   Forest  Service  Chief  Jack  Ward  Thomas  has  reaffirmed  that 
firefighting  euid  support  to  firefighting  operations  is  the 
responsibility  of  every  en^loyee. 

132.     Question:  Could  thinning,  fuels  mainagement,  and  controlled  burning  in 
a  checkerboard  or  mosaic  pattern  across  a  forest  landscape  make   it 
easier  to  control  wildfires  and  reduce  firefighting  costs? 

Answer:   Yes,  The  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Management  planning  process 
requires  defining  the  "desired  future  condition"  including  a 
description  of  the  arrangement  of  vegetation/fuels,  on  a  landscape 
level,  that  will  help  to  meet  the  overall  mjmagement  objectives  for 
the  area.   Plans  prescribe  and  schedule  a  wide  variety  of 
vegetation/fuels  management  practices  to  establish  and  maintain  the 
"desired  future  condition"  over  time.   The  practices  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  prescribed  fire,  timber  harvest,  thinning  and  slash 
treatment,  firewood  gathering,  fuel  break  construction,  grazing, 
vegetative  type  conversion  and  many  others  depending  on  the  management 
goals  for  the  area. 


ECOSYSTEM  ASSESSMENTS 

133.     Question:  Can  you  confirm  that  the  Administration  wishes  to  conduct  19 
separate  ecosystem  assessments  across  the  country  in  the  next  several 
years?  If  so,  could  you  please  list  those  areas  for  the  Committee?  How 
much  will  this  effort  cost?  Are  these  studies  prioritized?  How  will 
this  effort  delay  completion  of  revised  or  amended  forest  plans?  How 
will  it  affect  plan  in^lementation? 

Answer :  The  Forest  Service  pl«uis  to  be  involved  in  three  separate 
ecosystem  assessments  in  FY  1996.   The  assessments  are  listed  in 
order  of  national  priority,  including  NFS  FY  projected  costs: 

(1)  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Assessment  - 
$497,000  (two  Bnviromental  Impact  Statemaents  based  on  the 
information  from  this  assessment,  with  their  additional  costs, 
are  part  of  the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  Ecosystem  Hauiage- 
ment  Project) 

(2)  Southern  Appalachian  Assessment  -  $250,000 

(3)  Great  Lakes  Assessment  -  $260,000 

Ecosystem  assessments  funded  by  the  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory  and 
Monitoring  Budget  Line  Item  determine  the  condition  of  the  nation's 
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ecosystems  and  serve  as  a  source  of  Icnowledge  to  be  used  later  when 
making  resource  decisions.   Information  supplied  by  assessments  may 
indicate  a  need  to  initiate  forest  plan  amendment  or  revision 
procedures,  and  provide  a  cocnprehensive  description  of  ecosystem 
structures,  processes,  aind  functions  of  an  area.   Assessments  are  not 
decision  documents,  nor  are  they  required  as  a  precursor  to  resource 
decisionmaking.   However,  they  are  more  cost  effective  than  repeated 
efforts  to  address  issues  independently,  and  should  facilitate 
updating  forest  plems  by  providing  information  needed  for  such 
efforts.   Forest  plann   inplementation  will  proceed  while  assessments 
are  being  completed. 

We  believe  the  "19  separate  ecosystem  assessments  across  the  country" 
you  refer  to  in  this  question  are  actually  the  "19  of  20  regional 
large-scale  ecosystem  research  studies  initiated  in  FY  1994"  proposed 
for  continuation  in  the  Forest  Research  section  of  the  FY  1996  Forest 
Service  Explsmatory  Notes  (page  4-27,  third  paragraph) . 

These  19  studies  are  not  ecosystem  assessments.   They  are  broad-based 
large-scale  research  studies  estaiblished  in  FY  1994  and  are  designed 
to  provide  the  applied  auid  fundamental  knowledge  amd  technology  to 
apply  sound  forest  management  amd  ecological  principles  to  manage  all 
lands,  regardless  of  ownership. 

Large  landscape -scale  research  studies  provide  scientific  and 
technical  information  critical  to  improving  forest  health  and 
sustaining  forest  productivity  for  wood  fiber,  water,  forage  and  other 
benefits  and  values  on  public  and  private  lands.  They  are  focused  on 
studying  different  management  systems  that  could  help  to  meet 
society's  demands  for  forest  products  while  also  allowing  for 
recreation,  in^roved  forest  health,  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife, 
euid  other  land  uses  and  values.   Continuation  of  these  studies  is  one 
of  the  highest  priorities  within  the  forestry  community  for  solving 
the  land  use  and  management  issues  that  we  face  today.   Ecosystems 
research  is  studying  many  of  the  resource  use  and  protection  issues 
that  must  be  resolved  at  the  larger  landscape  level  and  over  long 
periods  of  time . 

Funding  for  continuing  these  19  two-year-old  research  studies  is 
proposed  at  $5,736,000  for  FY  1996  and  includes  cooperative  efforts 
with  several  national  forests,  universities  and  industry.   The  Forest 
Research  studies  that  will  be  continued  under  the  FY  1996  proposed 
President's  Budget  are  as  follows: 

NB-1:   Managing  New  England  Ecosystems  to  Restore  Atlantic  Salmon 
Habitat,  Amherst,  MA  ($350,000) 

NE-3:   Restoration  of  Mixed-OaJc  Forests  in  Southern  Ohio,  Delaware,  OH 
($150,000) 

NC-1:  Assessing  Impacts  of  Oisturbauice  in  Central  Hardwood 
Ecosystems,  Columbia,  HO  ($400,000) 
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NC-4 :   Impacts  of  Silvicultural  Treatments  on  Biological  Diversity  in 
Northern  Hardwood  Ecosystems,  Rhineleuider,  WI  ($325,000) 

FPL-4:   Options  for  Wood  Utilization  Removed  Under  Ecosystem 
Management  Regime,  Madison,  WI  ($200,000) 

SB-l:   Southern  j^palachian  Ecosystem  Management,  Asheville,  NC 
($400,000) 

SE-2:   Longleaf  Pine  Ecosystem  Restoration,  Auburn,  AL  ($100,000) 

SO-1:   Ouachita  Mountains  Ecosystem  Management  Research  Project,  Hot 
Springs,  AR   ($400,000) 

SO- 3:   Wetland  Hardwood  Forest  Ecosystem  Research  amd  Mouiagement 
Project,  Stoneville,  MS  and  Charleston,  SC   ($400,000) 

SO-4:   Developing  and  Implementing  Ecologically  Sensitive  amd 
Economically  Feasible  Forest  Operations  -  The  Alabama  Consortium, 
Axjbum,  AL  ($250,000) 

IITF-1:   Luquillo  Riparian  Ecosystem  Msmagement  Project,  Rio  Piedras, 
PR  ($150,000) 

RM-1:   Watershed  Processes,  Ripariam  Zone  Responses,  and  Biological 
Diversity  of  the  Rio  Grande  Basin,  Albuquerque,  NM  ($400,000) 

RM-3:   Front  Reinge  Ecosystem  Management  Research  Project,  Fort 
Collins,  CO  ($100,000) 

RM-4:   Achieving  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Border leuids  of  the 
Southwestern  United  States  through  a  Coordinated  Research/Management 
Partnership,  Flagstaff,  AZ  ($400,000) 

INT-1:   Bitterroot  Valley  Landscape  Research  and  Management:   An 
Interdisciplinary  Project  Proposal  to  Enhance  Social  Values  in  an 
Altered  Ecosystem,  Missoula,  MT   ($400,000) 

INT-2:   Great  Basin  Interdisciplinary  Research  cind  Management 
Project:   Maintaining  cind  Restoring  Riparicin  Ecosystem  Integrity, 
Reno,  NV  ($200,000) 

PNW-1:   Silvicultural  Alternatives  to  Clearcutting  in  the  Old-Growth 
Forests  of  Coastal  Alas)ca,  Juneau,  AK   ($500,000) 

PSW-1:   Kings  River  Ranger  District  Sustainable  Forest  Ecosystem 
Studies,  Fresno,  CA  ($500,000) 

PSW-2:   Blac)cs  Moiuitain  Interdisciplinary  Research  and   Management 
Project,  Redding,  CA  ($111,000) 

Question:  What  steps  will  the  agency  talce  to  insure  that  ecosystem 
assessments  do  not  duplicate  the  analysis  cmd  decisions  made  in  the 
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pending  forest  plan  revisions?  Which  will  drive  the  planning  process, 
the  forest  pl2ms  or  the  assessments? 

Answer :  The  agency  nuikes  a  clear  distinction  between  ecosystem 
assessments  and  resource  decisionmaking.   An  assessment  does  not 
result  in  a  resource  decision,  but  rather  is  a  process  by  which 
information  is  gathered  and  synthesized  to  enhance  an  understanding  of 
ecosystems.   Assessments  do  not  trigger  NEPA  analysis  nor  do  the 
results  of  assessments  substitute  for  NEPA  analysis  and  disclosure 
documents.   Forest  plan  revisions  must  follow  both  the  National  Forest 
Management  Act  (NFMA)  recjuirements  and  NEPA  requirements  for  analysis 
and  disclosure  of  environmental  effects.   Assessments  are  intended  as 
one,  but  not  the  only,  source  of  information  to  be  used  when  making 
resource  decisions.   Findings  of  an  assessment  will  not  be  used  to 
substitute  for  forest  plan  goals,  objectives,  standards,  or 
guidelines,  nor  used  to  identify  preferred  or  desired  alternatives  or 
outcomes.   Assessments  may  be  used  to  identify  opportunities  for 
achieving  goals  and  objectives  that  have  already  been  established  by 
law.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agency  directive,  or  the  forest 
plan. 

Question:  The  agency  is  currently  conducting  the  Upper  Columbia  River 
and  Southern  Appalachiein  ecosystem  assessments.  These  are  not  forest 
plcui  cuialyses,  auid  the  budget  notes  indicate  that  no  regional  guides 
are  under  revision  in  1996 .  The  final  product  from  the  assessment  is 
an  EIS.  This  is  much  more  than  inventory  and  information  gathering  -- 
this  is  a  NEPA  decision  document.  Is  the  Forest  Service  conducting  an 
illegal  planning  auialysis  above  auid  beyond  the  NFMA  regulatory 
requirements? 

Answer :  The  Southern  i^palachian  assessment  does  not  include  an  EIS. 
The  results  from  the  Southern  Appalachian  assessment  will  be  used  as 
sui  information  source  when  cunending  and  revising  individual  forest 
plans  as  needed. 

There  are  5  products  associated  with  the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin 
Ecosystem  Management  Project,  including:  a  scientific  framework  for 
ecosystem  memagement;  a  scientific  assessment  for  ecosystem 
mcuiagement ,-  the  Eastside  EIS  for  the  eastside  of  Washington  and 
Oregon;  the  Upper  Columbia  River  Basin  EIS  for  IdeUio  and  western 
Montana,  western  Wyoming  and  portions  of  Nevada  and   Utah;  and  a 
scientific  evaluation  of  EIS  alternatives. 

The  Project  is  consistent  with,  and  guided  by,  current  Forest  Service 
and  BLM  planning  laws,  regulations  cuid  processes.   Conditions  in  the 
Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  have  indicated  a  possible  need  to  update 
management  direction.   This  can  most  effectively  be  done  using 
information  from  an  assessment  on  a  larger  scale  thcui  an  individual 
forest.   It  would  be  more  efficient  to  analyze  environmental  effects 
on  a  scale  larger  than  the  individual  forest.   Based  on  the  analysis 
and   disclosure  of  environmental  effects  in  the  EIS's,  the  responsible 
officials  in  the  Forest  Service  auid  BLM  may  decide  to  simultaneously 
eunend  forest  pl2ms  and  modify  the  BLM  State  Director's  Guidance 
through  the  Records  of  Decision  for  the  EIS's.   Such  simultaneous 
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amendment  of  forest  plauis  is  not  illegal  nor  contrary  to  the  NFMA 
regulatory  requirements. 

136.  Question:  Are  the  Columbia  River  assessments  and  EiSs  a  model  for 
ecosystem  studies  in  the  rest  of  the  country? 

Answer :  Ecosystem  studies  are  conducted  at  various  scales  in  relation 
to  size  of  the  ecosystem  being  emalyzed.   Many  ecosystem  studies  are 
done  at  scales  much  smaller  theui  the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  or 
Sourthem  ^palachisui,  which  are  large-scale  ecosystem  studies. 
National  assessment  protocols  are  being  developed  and  these 
.assessments  will  be  a  testing  ground  for  the  protocols.   Based  on  what 
is  learned,  the  agency  cein  adapt  to  find  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  way  to  conduct  large-scale  assessments. 

137.  Question:  Is  the  Upper  Columbia  River  assessment  critical  to  the 
environmental  cuialysis  necessary  to  complete  a  timber  sale  and  range 
programs  on  national  forests  in  Eastern  Washington  and  Oregon?  What 
questions  is  the  agency  asking  in  the  assessments?  Will  these 
assessment  questions  help  to  solve  issues? 

Answer:  The  assessment  is  not  necessary  to  complete  individual  timber 
sales  or  range  programs  on  the  affected  national  forests.   However, 
the  information  being  provided  by  this  assessment,  such  as  habitat  euid 
behavior  across  the  entire  basin,  may  be  used  in  modifying  forest 
plans  euid  in  future  project  decisions  as  needed. 

The  assessment  will  characterize  and  assess  the  landscape,  ecosystems, 
social  and  economic  processes  eind  functions,  and  describe  the  probclble 
outcomes  of  continued  management  practices  and  trends.   The  following 
questions  will  be  addressed: 

What  are  the  social  eund  economic  relationships  with  federal  natural 

resource  management? 

What  are  the  current  health  conditions  of  forest  and  rangelands  in  the 

basin? 

What  are  the  biophysical  limits  of  systems  given  past  and  potential 

future  human  interactions? 

What  are  the  status  of  various  plant  and  fuiimal  communities  and 

aquatic  ecosystems  in  the  basin. 

The  EIS's  associated  with  the  project  will  also  address  the  question 
of  the  risks,  tradeoffs,  and   consequences  associated  with  various 
alternative  management  practices. 

The  answers  to  these  questions  cam  be  used  in  amending  forest  plans 
eUid  making  resource  decisions  on  projects,  eUid  thus  help  to  resolve 
issues. 

138.  Question:  The  budget  notes  mention  assessment  of  private  lands.  If  the 
Forest  Service  has  no  jurisdiction  over  private  Icuids,  how  does  the 
assessment  impact  private  leinds? 
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Answer :  Ecological  assessments  gather  information  to  enhance 
understanding  of  ecosystems,  and  the  area  covered  by  an  assessment  is 
defined  by  ecosystem  boundaries  instead  of  by  jurisdictional  or 
administrative  boundaries.   In  order  to  make  decisions  for  National 
Forest  System  lands,  the  agency  believes  it  is  important  to  be 
)cnowledgeeU>le  of  the  conditions  on  non-Forest  Service  liuids  within  an 
ecosystem  being  studied.   This  is  considered  an  essential  part  of 
taking  an   ecological  approach  to  management  of  National  Forest  System 
lands.   In  no  way,  however,  would  the  agency  impose  resource  decisions 
of  the  Forest  Service  on  private  lands. 

Assessments  use  information  about  non- Forest  Service  lands  to  the 
extent  than  such  information  is  in  the  public  domain  or  is  willingly 
shared  by  other  owners  and  meuiagers .   Assessments  can  involve  the 
public,  other  Federal  agencies.  State  and  local  governments.  And 
tribal  governments  to  the  degree  to  which  these  wish  to  be  involved. 
Private  Isuidowners  can  participate  on  a  voluntary  basis  if  they  so 
desire . 

Question:  This  seems  like  an  endless,  very  expensive  chain  of  studies. 
You  do  an  assessment,  it  says  we  need  more  information,  and  we  have  to 
fund  another  study  at  additional  cost .  When  do  we  get  sufficient 
information  to  make  a  decision  and  inclement  projects?  This  process 
seems  padded  to  keep  scientists  in  endless  work.  Where  is  the  cost 
efficiency  in  the  assessment  process? 

Answer :  As  indicated  earlier,  ecosystem  assessments  are  not  required 
as  precursors  to  resource  decisionmaking.   When  the  agency  decides  to 
gather  information  through  assessments,  it  is  because  it  has  been 
determined  that  knowledge  gained  from  overarching  regional  or  area 
assessments  of  economic,  ecological  and  social  interactions  will 
enhance  management  decisions  for  the  affected  national  forests.  The 
information  that  is  developed  from  assessments  is  also  available  for 
use  by  other  interested  parties.   Assessments  should  provide  the 
technical  underpinnings  that  will  allow  either  aunendments  or  revisions 
of  forest  plans  in  a  meuiner  that  should  yield  economies  of  scale  euid 
facilitate  a  much  condensed  time  frame  of  achievement. 

Question:  The  budget  notes  indicate  funding  of  $6.7  million  for  the 
Walla  Walla  Washington  effort.  I  am  confused  as  to  the  funding  sources 
of  this  effort.  How  much  of  the  $6.7  million  comes  from  the  Research 
request?  How  much  from  the  State  auid  Private  Forestry  request?  How 
much  from  the  National  Forest  System  recjuest? 

Answer :  The  $6.7  million  for  FY96  is  for  conpletion  of  the  EISs.  The 
Scientific  Assessment  will  be  con^jlete  in  FY  95.  The  distribution  of 
$6.7  million  follows: 

Forest  Service,  National  Forest  System       $4.6  million 
Bureau  of  Leuid  Memagement,  Management 

of  Lfuids  and  Resources  $2.1  million 
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141.     Question:  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Columbia  River  Assessments 
will  be  completed  by  the  close  of  FY96.  Will  the  Walla  Walla  facility 
be  permanently  closed  and  the  staff  laid  off  at  that  time? 

Answer :  While  the  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  will  be  con^leted  by  the 
end  of  FY  9G,  it  is  anticipated  that  demobilization  of  the  project 
will  be  conpleted  by  the  end  of  calendar  year  96.   This  three-month 
period  will  focus  on  technology  transfer  and  close  down  of  the 
operations.   Personnel  assigned  to  the  project  have  been  drawn  frcwi 
units  throughout  the  Forest  Service  euid  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
These  personnel  will  be  placed  in  positions  within  the  two  agencies. 
It  is  expected  that  a  large  portion  of  these  personnel  will  be 
directed  to  positions  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Record  of 
Decision. 


FOREST  PLANNING  REGULATIONS 

Question:  When  does  the  Administration  plan  to  release  draft  pleuining 
regulations?  Chief,  you  have  directed  the  agency  staff  to  obey  the 
law.  How  will  you  insure  that  forest  planning  efforts  are  conducted  to 
the  specifications  of  the  current  CFR  219  planning  regulations  until  a 
switch  to  a  new  set  of  regs  is  made? 

Answer:  The  proposed  planning  regulations  will  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register,  and  available  to  the  public  for  review  and   comment, 
on  April  13,  1995.   The  existing  regulations  are  in  effect  until  new 
regulations  have  been  finalized  through  the  rulemaking  process. 

Question:  For  those  pleuining  efforts  underway,  will  you  conplete  those 
ongoing  under  the  old  regs,  or  will  the  agency  have  a  detailed 
transition  period  with  specific  pleinning  requirements? 

Answer :  The  proposed  planning  regulations  will  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register,  and  available  to  the  public  for  review  and  comment, 
on  April  13,  1995.   The  Forest  Service  will  use  use  the  existing 
regulations  until  new  regulations  have  been  finalized  through  the 
rulemaking  process . 


FOREST  ROAD  PROGRAM 

Question:  How  many  miles  of  unneeded  forest  roads  did  the  Forest 
Service  permeuiently  close  in  Fyi994?  Relative  to  the  new  construction, 
didn't  the  agency  permanently  close  more  than  twice  as  many  miles  of 
roads  thcui  it  built? 

Answer:    Road  Constructed  519.7  miles 

(Forest  Road  Program,  Purchaser  Credit  Program,  & 
Purchaser  Election  Program) 

PermeUiently  Roads  Closed     22B9   miles 
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Question:  How  msmy  miles  of  road  did  the  agency  reconstruct  in  FY1994? 
Do  you  agree  that  most  of  the  Forest  Road  Program  funds  supported 
reconstruction  activities? 

Answer:  Road  Reconstruction  2unounted  to  1,933  miles.   87%  of  the 
Forest  Road  Program  (FRP)  dollars  were  for  reconstruction. 

Question:  What  percentage  of  the  FY96  funding  request  will  support 
recreation  roads?  General  purpose  roads?  How  many  recreation  visits 
did  the  national  forests  receive  in  FY94?  What  role  did  the  road 
system  provide  these  visitors  in  national  forest  access? 

Answer:  The  FY  1996  request  for  roads  provides  37%  for  Recreation 
roads  and  21%  for  General  Purpose  roads.   The  national  forests 
received  over  835  million  recreation  visits  in  FY  1994  .   Virtually  all 
of  these  visitors  accessed  the  national  forests  via  the  forest  road 
system. 

Question:  Does  the  agency  expect  timber  purchasers  and  other 
commercial  users  of  the  National  Forests  to  pay  4  0  percent  or  more  of 
the  road  maintenance  on  the  road  system  in  FY96? 

Answer :  No.  The  estimate  is  about  20%. 

Question:  Does  the  agency  have  sui  estimate  of  the  increased 
appropriations  required  to  maintain  the  road  system  now  that  the 
Administration  has  severely  reduced  the  timber  sale  program? 

Answer:  It  is  estimated  that  an  additional  $21  million  would  be 
required  to  offset  the  road  mainteneuice  impacts  of  the  reduced  timber 
sale  program. 


FQREST  TRAILS  PRQGRAM 

Question:  What  is  the  rationale  behind  the  FY96  $26  million  request 
for  trail  construction  on  the  National  Forests?  What  is  the  backlog  of 
trail  maintencince  on  the  National  Forests?  Shouldn't  we  maintain  what 
we  have  before  we  build  more? 

Answer:  The  $26  million  request  for  trail  construction/reconstruction 
will  provide  for  the  construction/reconstruction  of  1,746  miles  of 
trails  as  compared  to  $33  million  and  2,133  miles  in  FY  1995.   Less 
than  10%  of  that  total  is  for  cuiy  new  construction.   The  new  trail 
construction  projects  are  to  link  existing  trails  with  those  of  other 
jurisdictions  such  as  county  euid  state  trail  systems  that  are  needed 
to  meet  the  growing  demauid  for  trail  use.   The  majority  of  the  dollars 
are  used  to  reconstruct  trails  that  are  eroding  and  approaching  the 
point  of  creating  unsafe  travel .   The  current  shortfall  needed  to 
correct  existing  trails  is  $267  million.   The  $26  million  will  not  be 
enough  to  stop  this  figure  from  increasing  another  $12  million  in  FY 
1996. 
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FOREST  STEWARDSHIP  PROGRAM 

Question:  What  steps  has  the  Forest  Seirvice  taken  to  eliminate 
administrative  overhead  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  program? 

Answer:  During  the  start  up  years  of  the  Forest  Stewardship  Program 
there  was  a  higher  percentage  of  administrative  expenses  such  as 
training,  development  of  standards  and  guides,  and  information  and 
education.   As  the  progreun  has  matured  more  of  the  funding  is  reaching 
leuidowners  in  the  form  of  multi- resource  forest  management  plans.   In 
FY  1994,  92.4%  of  the  Forest  Stewardship  funding  was  distributed  to 
Forest  Service  field  units  for  Forest  Stewardship  progreun  activities, 
including  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  States.   In  FY  1994, 
forest  stewardship  plans  were  developed  for  20,074  landowners, 
managing  3.5  million  acres,  at  an  average  cost  of  $4.88  per  acre 
(including  overhead) .   Authorizing  legislation  would  suggest  a  rate  of 
$5.00  per  acre. 

Question:  What  percentage  of  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Program 
supports  administrative  functions,  or  is  allocated  to  the  states  for 
administrative  purposes? 

Answer :   By  agreement  10%  of  the  total  enacted  appropriation  is 
treunsf erred  to  the  Consolidated  Farm  Service  Agency  to  take 
applications,  cut  cost-share  checks  and  track  accomplishments  under 
their  Conservation  Reporting  and  Evaluation  System  (CRES)  data  base 
system  which  is  used  for  similar  progreuns  such  as  the  Forest 
Incentives  Program  and  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Progrsuns . 

State  forestry  agencies  and  Forest  Service  field  offices  (Regions  and 
the  Northeastern  Area)  have  the  option  of  using  up  to  10%  of  the 
enacted  appropriation  for  administrative  services.   In  some  instances 
Forest  Service  field  units  have  chosen  to  not  exercise  this  option  or 
to  do  so  at  a  lower  percentage  level . 

In  FY  1995,  74%  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  Stewardship 
Incentive  Program  was  reserved  for  land- owner  cost -share  payments. 


JOBS  IN  THE  WOODS 

Question:  The  "Jobs -in -the -Woods"  progreun  seems  to  provide 
questionable  benefits.  We  seem  to  have  taken  regular  maintenance  tasks 
formerly  paid  out  of  National  Forest  System  Road  Maintenemce  funding, 
cuid  we  now  pay  for  temporary,  low-wage  employment  for  unemployed 
timber  workers .  What  do  the  unemployed  workers  do  when  the  progreun 
funding  runs  out?  Should  we  fund  national  forest  road  maintenance  as 
exactly  that,  not  make  work  for  displaced  workers?  Couldn't  we  really 
address  this  problem,  by  putting  some  timber  on  the  market  euid 
reopening  some  mills? 

Answer :   There  is  a  large  workforce  that  is  trying  to  stay  in  place 
and  make  a  living  from  working  in  the  woods  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
Jobs -in -the -Woods  generates  a  number  of  benefits  that  helps  provide 


119 


these  jobs.   To  the  unemployed  workers.  Jobs  -  in -  the  - Woods  funds  are 
among  the  few  federal  dollars  availjible  under  the  President's  Forest 
Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  that  directly  benefit  individuals. 
While  the  work  is  indeed  temporary,  it  is  not  all  low-wage.   For 
example,  workers  in  the  area  of  Sweet  Home,  Oregon  were  paid  $10.32 
per  hour  and  were  given  health  benefits  in  Fiscal  Year  1994 .   In  FY 
1994,  we  entered  into  more  than  500  contracts  that  provided  jobs  in 
the  woods.   In  addition,  training  that  is  provided  by  federal,  state, 
and  local  partners  as  part  of  Jobs -in -the -Woods  is  intended  to  help 
displaced  workers  become  more  independent  and  to  provide  services  at  a 
time  when  the  mix  of  woods  skills  needed  is  evolving  rapidly. 

Maintaining  a  workforce  with  woods  skills  is  of  benefit  to  the 
long-term  management  of  the  Forests  whether  the  work  involved  is  site 
restoration  or  the  harvesting  of  timber.   Jobs -in- the -Woods  helps 
maintain  that  workforce  at  a  critical  time.   The  projects  being  done 
address  ecosystem  conditions  that,  if  not  addressed,  would  become 
tomorrow's  constraints  on  productive  use  of  the  lands  involved. 

Events  of  recent  years  have  demonstrated  that  the  ability  to  provide 
timber  to  the  market  at  any  particular  projected  level  carries  a 
number  of  uncertainties  with  it.   The  overall  economic  adjustment 
effort  in  the  Northwest,  which  Jobs -in -the -Woods  is  a  part  of,  is 
playing  a  key  role  in  helping  communities  diversify  their  economic 
base.   With  that  diversification,  they  should  not  be  as  profoundly 
impacted  by  adversity  in  any  one  sector  of  their  economy. 


INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

Question:  Chief  Thomas,  would  you  please  eiqjlain  how  the  International 
Forestry  program  supports  the  State  Department  in  diplootatic 
negotiations?  Could  international  treaties  such  as  the  Rio  ONCBD 
agreement  ultimately  affect  domestic,  private  forestry  operations? 

Answer:  Absolutely.   International  treaties,  informal  agreements,  and 
formal  agreements  can   have  a  major  impact  on  private  forestry 
operations.   For  this  reason,  the  Forest  Service  has  consistently 
sought  the  involvement  and  the  assistance  of  US  forest  interests  in 
working  in  international  policy  arenas.  The  National  Association  of 
State  Foresters,  the  American  Forest  &  Paper  Association,  the 
International  Hardwood  Products  Association  and  others  have  been 
actively  involved  in  the  policy  discussions  on  follow-up  activities  in 
Forestry  to  the  Rio  Conference.   The  Forest  Service  recently  argued 
successfully  for  a  seat  on  the  CITES  timber  species  working  group  for 
a  representative  from  the  U.S.  forest  products  industry. 

The  Forest  Service  is  a  consistent  advocate  of  a  level  playing  field 
in  the  global  trade  for  forest  products.  The  U.S.  is  the  world's 
second  largest  exporter  of  wood  (second  only  to  Canada)  and  the 
world's  largest  importer  of  wood.   The  Forest  Service  plays  a  key  role 
in  international  negotiations  and  agreements  such  as  the  International 
Tropical  Timber  Organisation  (ITTO)  and  the  Convention  on 
International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  (CITES) .   Examples  include 
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advocating  free  trade  in  tropical  hardwoods  which  are  used  to 
manufacture  furniture  in  the  United  States;  and  promoting  a  level 
playing  field  in  forest  products  trade  with  Canada. 

Environmental  organizations  and  several  foreign  countries  are 
currently  promoting  variations  on  an  international  convention  on 
forests  cuid  site -level,  third-party  certification  of  forest  lands  in 
order  to  obtain  eco- labels  for  forest  products  sale  and   trade.   These 
issues  have  significeint  implications  for  US  forest  leuid  mcuiagers,  both 
private  and   public,  and  inport/export  conditions  for  US  forest 
products.   The  Forest  Service  opposes  a  binding  international 
convention  on  forests,  cuid  we  are  closely  traclcing  the  issue  of  timber 
certification.   We  consistently  represent  the  application  of  science 
based  forest  mamagement  as  a  basis  for  international  policies.   This 
approach  will  serve  to  protect  U.S.  interests,  including  private 
forest  owners,  in  international  dialogues. 

In  developing  U.S.  policy  positions  on  matters  of  international 
forestry  discussions  and  debate,  such  as  timber  certification,  the 
State  Department  regularly  calls  upon  the  Forest  Service  as  the 
federal  agency  with  the  relevemt  eiipertise  to  develop  the  position. 

International  forestry  issues  are  casaplex   and  diverse.   To  be 
effective  in  international  arenas  requires  maintaining  networks, 
expertise,  trust,  euid  continuity  on  the  issues.   The  Forest  Service 
provides  a  vital  link  between  domestic  forest  policies  emd 
international  forest  policies. 


TIMBER  SALE  PROGRAM 

Question:  There  is  a  long  litany  of  reasons  used  to  excuse  the  poor 
performeuice  of  regions  which  sell  much  less  theui  their  assigned 
targets.  For  instemce,  in  FY94,  region  1  sold  only  54  percent  of  its 
assigned  target,  region  3  sold  only  67  percent,  and  region  6  sold  only 
44  percent.  What  steps  is  the  agency  taking  to  inprove  timber  sale 
program  performance? 

Answer:   We  are  very  concerned  about  achieving  the  timber  volume 
estimates  that  we  are  funded  to  produce.  An  accounteibility  task  force 
has  been  exploring  means  to  increase  accountability.   In  addition,  we 
are  developing  an  allocation  process  to  base  regional  timber 
allocations  on  past  performeuice. 

Question:  At  the  beginning  of  FY95,  Region  1  (Montana,  Idciho)  had  only 
3.5  percent  of  1995  sale  program  on  the  ground  ready  to  sell.  In  other 
words,  there  was  no  advance  sale  preparation  in  that  region.  What 
would  it  take  to  bring  region  1  and   region  5  (California,  which  is  at 
the  seune  level)  up  to  the  Southern  Region  level  of  32  percent  prepared 
in  advance?  How  much  would  restoration  of  the  pipeline  cost? 

Answer:   Given  the  percentages  indicated,  we  assume  the  question 
refers  to  Gate  3  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  sale  program.   Gate  3 
includes  field  prepared  plus  all  engineering  design  work  and  contract 
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preparation;  that  is,  the  sale  is  ready  for  advertisement.   Many 
regions,  particulary  those  with  short  field  seasons  because  of  heavy 
winter  snows,  will  hold  the  office  portion  of  Gate  3  until  after  the 
field  season.   This  permits  the  forest  to  do  the  office  work  in  the 
winter  and  advertize  the  sale  in  the  Spring.   Because  of  this,  we 
often  track  Gate  2,  sale  design  and  NEPA,  as  part  of  preparedness. 
Gate  2  is  the  most  difficult  gate  to  complete  in  the  sale  preparation 
process.   Also,  advanced  sale  preparation  (pipeline)  corresponds  to 
the  green  or  regular  sale  progreun,  as  it  is  hard  to  do  advanced  work 
for  salvage .   Based  on  the  green  program  Region  1  would  have  Gate  3 
completed  at  16%  of  the  FY  1995  regular  prograun,  compared  to  37%  for 
Region  6.   If  Gate  2  is  included  with  Gate  3  then  Region  1  was  at  99% 
of  the  regular  progrsun  and   Region  8  was  at  74%.   Under  this  last  set 
of  conditions  Region  5  would  be  at  34%,  well  below  an  optimum  level. 

In  order  for  Region  1  to  have  a  higher  percentage  of  the  sales  ready 
for  advertisement  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year,  they  would  need 
to  add  professionals  in  engineering  smd  timber.  This  would  permit  them 
to  spend  field  time  in  the  office  completing  the  design  work,  cruise 
amd  contract  packages.   It  would  also  help  if  Gate  2,  in  particular 
NEPA,  was  prepared  far  in  advamce  of  the  sale  and  there  was  more  than 
the  minimum  volume  covered  by  NEPA  documents.   This  would  require 
additional  professionals  in  most  resource  areas.  However,  money  and 
people  are  not  necessarily  the  answer.   From  FY  1990  to  FY  1994 
Congress  provided  $14  6  million  of  appropriated  eind  salvage  funding  for 
restoring  the  timber  pipeline.   During  this  time  consideradale  progress 
was  made  in  restoring  the  pipeline,  only  to  have  that  progress  lost. 
Pipeline  work  that  was  completed  was  brought  forward  to  replace 
current  year  timber  sales  that  were  delayed  through  appeals  and 
litigation.   Other  pipeline  sales  became  outdated  and  needed  reworking 
because  of  new  or  additional  requirements  from  other  agencies,  court 
decisions,  appeals,  and  settlements.   This  is  particularly  true  in  the 
western  regions.   For  example,  $28  million  was  spent  restoring  the 
pipeline  in  Region  10  following  passage  of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform 
Act,  however,  most  of  this  volume  will  need  to  be  reworked  for  new 
standards  for  the  goshawk  and  Archipeligo  Wolf. 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  Forest  Service  is  spending  $176.6 
million  for  the  Salvage  Sale  Trust  Fund  on  timber  salvage  sales  in 
1995.   Was  the  figure  used  as  a  basis  for  cost  computation  in  the  FY9G 
salvage  request,  or  was  the  lower  $130  million  figure  in  the  budget 
notes  used  in  the  calculation? 

Answer :  Actually,  neither  figure  was  used  to  develop  the  FY  1996 
budget  request  for  salvage  sales.   Each  years  salvage  sale  request  is 
independent  of  the  prior  year's  funding  emd  is  based  on  the  need  for 
salvage  following  catastrophic  and  endemic  events.   The  salvage  sale 
recjuest  is  generated  by  region  in  the  5 -year  salvage  sale  plan.   This 
estimate  is  submitted  with  the  budget  request  approximately  one  year 
before  the  budget  is  submitted  to  Congress.   Throughout  the  national 
budget  development  process,  regions  are  asked  to  update  their  salvage 
estimates  based  on  new  information  and  events  such  as,  fires  or  insect 
outbreaks.   This  updating  is  what  caused  the  confusion  in  the  FY  1995 
cost  in  the  FY  1996  Explanatory  Notes.   The  $130  million  figure  was 
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the  salvage  cost  estimate  in  the  FY  199S  Explanatory  notes  submitted 
in  February,  1994.   The  $176  million  is  the  actual  estimated  salvage 
cost  for  FY  1995  submitted  by  the  regions  in  December,  1994,  following 
the  1994  fires.   It  so  happened  that  the  FY  1995  volumes  were  updated 
in  the  FY  1996  Expleuiatory  Notes  but  the  cost  estimates  were  not. 

The  salvage  sale  request  o£  $139  million  for  FY  1996  was  based  on  the 
region's  data  submission  as  updated  in  December,  1994.   This  estimate 
is  based  on  currently  identified  salvage,  plus  estimates  of  additional 
salvage  that  may  occur  before  FY  1996. 

Question:  For  the  FY96  timber  sale  request,  how  come  it  costs  Region 
1,  $188  per  thouscuid  board  feet  to  prepare,  offer,  and  administer  a 
timber  sale,  and  only  $88  per  thousand  in  Region  2?  Don't  these 
regions  have  relatively  similar  conditions? 

Answer:   We  were  not  able  to  replicate  the  unit  rates  in  the 
c^iestion.   Our  data  for  the  FY  1996  timber  sale  progreun  for  Region  1 
shows  a  total  timber  sale  preparation,  harvest  administration, 
engineering,  and  salvage  sale  cost  of  $41.1  million  emd  a  volume  of 
335  million  board  feet  with  a  unit  rate  of  $123/MBF.   Region  2  data  is 
a  total  cost  of  $14.0  million  suid  a  volvime  of  171  million  board  feet 
with  a  unit  rate  of  $82/MBF.   Region  1  has  a  unit  rate  50%  higher  than 
Region  2.   There  are  some  major  differences  between  these  two  regions, 
which  include  suitaible  timber  in  roadless  lands,  threatened  and 
endcuigered  species,  euid  terrain.   Most  of  Region  I's  volume  comes  from 
forests  west  of  the  continental  divide  that  form  the  headwaters  of  the 
Columbia  River  system.   All  of  these  forests  are  affected  by  the 
listing  of  the  salmon  as  a  threatened  and  endangered  species,  PACFISH, 
and  the  Columbia  Basin  study.   In  addition,  grizzly  bear  guidelines 
affect  most  Montzuia  forests  and   caribou  the  Idaho  Panhandle  National 
Forest.   Potential  listing  of  the  bull  trout  as  a  threatened  and 
endangered  species  is  also  affecting  these  forests.   Road  costs  for 
Region  1  are  some  of  the  highest  in  nation,  because  of  the  terrain  eind 
the  large  acreage  of  suitable  timber  base  in  roadless  lemds.   Montana 
and  Idciho  are  the  only  two  states  not  to  have  wilderness  legislation, 
so  all  of  their  RARE  II  lands  are  very  controversial  and  require  the 
preparation  of  a  more  costly  environmental  impact  statement.   The  lack 
of  wilderness  legislation  or  release  of  roadless  lamds  have  required 
the  region  to  continually  access  the  roaded  portion  of  the  timber 
base.  These  lands  can  no  longer  support  the  timber  offer  program  so 
higher  cost  and  more  controversial  areas  must  be  accessed.   Region  2 
is  not  faced  with  the  threatened  cuid  endangered  wildlife  or  road 
access  problems.   In  fact  over  half  of  region's  timber  offer  comes 
from  the  Black  Hills  National  Forest.   This  forest  is  for  the  most 
part  roaded  and   has  gentle  terrain. 

Question:  A  recent  letter  from  a  national  forest  to  the  public  noted 
that  "the  environmental  emalysis  and  documentation  stage  of  sale 
preparation  continues  to  increase  in  complexity  and  detail."  And 
"[S]till,  the  risk  of  project  appeals  and  lawsuits  has  required  much 
more  comprehensive,  amd  expensive  analysis  to  ensure  environmentally 
sound  projects  are  also  defensible."  What  steps  is  the  Administration 
taking  to  make  it  easier  for  the  agency  staff  to  con^ly  with 
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environmental  regulations  and  more  easily  meet  standards?  how  can 
these  efforts  reduce  costs  and  reduce  the  threat  of  "below-cost" 
sales? 

Answer :   New  regulations  implementing  provisions  of  the  Appropriations 
Act  (P.L.  102-381,  Section  322)  e}q>and  citizens'  opportunity  to 
express  their  views  by  providing  a  30-day  public  comment  period  before 
final  decisions  are  made  to  inclement  particular  projects.   The 
additional  time  gives  the  public  notice  of  impending  decisions; 
en£d>les  the  public  to  contact  the  agency  and  discuss  the  issues; 
allows  the  Agency  to  consider  whether  there  is  information  that  was 
overlooked.   This  provides  an  opportunity  to  meet  and  resolve  issues 
before  decisions  are  made  and  points  of  view  become  polarized. 

The  changes  streeunline  the  process  for  project  level  appeals  to  only 
one  level  of  review,  amd  delegate  the  responsibility  for  appeal 
processing  to  the  regional  level- -closer  to  where  the  decisions  are 
made  auid  to  the  people  that  might  be  affected. 

We  have  been  operating  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  the  new 
regulations  for  a  little  over  a  year.   We  believe  that  the  process  is 
working  smoothly  amd  with  good  results. 

Question:  What  is  the  volume  under  contract  to  purchasers  of  federal 
timber?  Is  this  a  record  low  level? 

Answer:   As  of  September  30,  1994  there  was  6.8  billion  board  feet  of 
timber  uiider  contract.   This  is  the  lowest  volume  under  contract  in 
the  past  several  decades.   Volume  under  contract  is  based  on  the 
volume  of  timber  sold  amd  harvested.   Prior  to  1953,  we  sold  and 
harvested  less  volume  than  we  do  today. 

Question:  What  steps  should  be  taken  to  begin  restoring  the  timber 
sale  prograun?  Do  you  think  the  committee  should  use  similar  language 
to  that  in  the  emergency  salvage  amendment  to  make  it  easier  for  the 
agency  to  contract  with  former  employees  with  timber  backgrounds  to 
accomplish  sale  targets? 

Answer:   We  assume  that  this  question  is  referring  to  the  regular  or 
green  timber  prograun  as  opposed  to  the  salvage  sale  program.   To 
restore  the  regular  timber  prograun  would  first  of  all  require 
restoring  the  advanced  sale  preparation  pipeline.   It  typically  takes 
more  than  one  field  season  to  prepare  a  green  timber  sale.   Recent 
reductions  in  budgets  and  people  has  reduced  the  pipeline.   Increased 
funding  would  be  necessary  for  a  couple  of  years  in  order  for  the 
additional  volume  to  be  prepared  for  sale.   We  estimate  that 
approximately  550  million  board  feet  of  additional  green  volume  can  be 
offered  for  sale  in  fiscal  year  1996  if  an  additional  $46  million  of 
timber  funds  and  an  additional  $8  million  in  road  construction  funds 
were  available.   This  volume  level  is  limited  by  the  current  eunount  of 
pipeline  volume  and  not  the  number  of  enployees.   Volume  increases  in 
future  fiscal  years  would  require  additional  funds  amd  people. 
Increases  in  the  regular  timber  sale  prograun  must  also  be  considered 
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with  proposed  increases  in  the  salvage  sale  program.   Former  en^loyees 
may  be  needed  to  increase  both  programs  simultaneously. 

Question:  I  understeuid  that  eibove  a  base  funding  level,  the  agency  is 
working  to  make  regions  con?)ete  with  each  other  for  timber  sale 
program  funds.  This  sounds  like  a  positive  start  to  increase 
productivity,  but  I  am  concerned  that  some  regions  would  be  happy  with 
a  reduced  timber  sale  progrsun  and  forego  the  extra  funds.  Could  you 
address  this? 

Answer :   We  are  exploring  using  this  method  to  address  Congressional 
direction  in  the  last  two  Appropriations  Act  reports,  in  order  to 
allocate  the  timber  sales  program  to  those  regions  with  the  greatest 
likelihood  of  the  sales  proceeding.   The  method  is  based  on  unit 
costs,  a  base  program  and  a  competitive  level.   The  base  program  is 
derived  from  the  most  recent  performcmce  in  terms  of  volume  offered 
for  sale.   The  competitive  level  is  based  on  the  region's  submitting 
low  unit  rates,  volume,  euid  their  ability  to  actually  offer  the  volume 
for  sale . 

Given  the  tight  budget  constraints,  regions  are  forced  to  compete  for 
more  volume  eind  dollars  in  order  to  maintain  their  timber  progreims  cind 
to  keep  their  unit  rates  down.   In  a  test  using  the  fiscal  year  1996 
President's  budget  all  regions  asked  for  additional  dollars  and 
volume.   In  total  they  asked  for  $42.4  million  dollars  above  the  base 
progrcun  and  $31.3  million  dollars  more  them  is  available  under  the 
President's  Budget.   Therefore,  most  of  the  regions  will  not  share  in 
the  competitive  level. 

Question:  You  testified  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Enercfy  and 
Natural  Resources  regarding  your  FY96  budget.  At  the  hearing,  you 
said:  "Forestland  mcuiagement  is  funded  at  $214.4  million,  a  decrease 
of  $23.4  million  from  the  1995  appropriations.  The  decrease  in  funding 
is  due  to  reductions  in  the  amount  of  timber  volume  to  be  prepared  for 
sale."  It  appears  that  at  the  forest  level,  management  decisions  euid 
harvest  levels  are  being  dictated  by  funding,  not  proper  forest 
management,  both  for  immediate  volume  amd  management  to  insure  future 
volume . 

Answer:  Fvinding  levels  play  a  very  importamt  role  in  our  ability  to 
implement  resource  mainagement  activities. 

Question:  Who  makes  the  decision  on  the  amount  of  timber  volume  to  be 
prepared  for  sale  amd  how  is  that  number  being  reached? 

Answer:  The  process  of  determining  the  timber  sale  volxime  level  for 
fiscal  year  1996  started  with  an  overall  budget  constraint  being 
allocated  to  each  region  in  the  fall  of  1993.   Regions  then  developed 
the  mix  of  funds  by  budget  line  item  within  the  constraint.   Regional 
estimates  were  based  on  forest  input.   Therefore,  each  region 
determined  the  amount  of  timber  to  be  offered  for  sale  based  on  forest 
management  objectives,  forest  plam  standards  amd  guidelines,  and 
cinticipated  budgets.   This  data  was  aggregated  at  the  national  level 
in  the  spring  of  1994 .  At  this  time  the  Chief  had  a  better  idea  of 
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the  overall  Forest  Service  budget  constraint  and  any  additional 
direction.   Based  on  the  new  budget  constraint  and  emphasis  areas,  the 
Chief  developed  alternatives  for  submission  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  the  summer  of  1994.   A  funding  level  by  line  item  was 
negotiated  and  sent  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.   0MB 
insured  the  overall  budget  request  was  within  the  President's  budget 
direction  and  emphasis. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  continued  to  decline  in  real  terms  (after 
considering  inflation) .   This  required  the  Chief  to  shift  dollars  and 
people  to  address  the  highest  priorities  and  resulted  in  declines  in 
some  programs,  including  timber  sales  management,  to  pay  for  high 
priority  needs.   Therefore,  even  though  the  timber  volume  level  was 
developed  by  the  field  to  address  forest  management  needs,  budget 
reductions  will  limit  the  ability  of  individual  forests  to  meet  their 
objectives . 


FOREST  HEALTH  CONCERNS 

Question:  How  can  the  agency  possibly  begin  to  treat  millions  of  acres 
of  dead  and  dying  trees  at  the  requested  budget  levels?  If  the  agency 
will  not  increase  funding  for  green  timber  sales,  should  we  draw 
funding  from  all  National  Forest  Service  resource  prograuns  to  pay  for 
a  long-term,  comprehensive  health  improvement  prograun? 

Answer:  Salvage  and  forest  health  are  not  the  ssune.   The  most 
important  and  urgent  responses  to  the  current  forest  health  crisis 
involve  density  control  of  forested  stamds  and  the  return  of 
prescribed  fire  to  the  ecosystem.   Most  salvage  is  done  after  the 
fact,  once  the  trees  have  died.   Adequate  funds  exist  in  the  salvage 
sale  fund  to  treat  dead  timber  stands.   The  treatment  of  live  timber 
stands  cein  occur  through  timber  stand  improvements,  which  were 
increased  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request,  or  by  commercial 
timber  sales .   The  timber  sales  management  portion  of  the  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  request  was  reduced  from  prior  years.   The  fiscal  year 
1996  request  continued  the  decline  in  budget  in  real  terms  (after 
considering  inflation)  and  was  developed  to  address  the  highest 
priorities.   This  required  shifting  dollars  auid  people  cuid  resulted  in 
declines  in  some  program  areas. 

Question:  The  Administration  has  called  for  substantial  increases  to 
the  federal  and  cooperative  insect  and  disease  programs.  This  seems 
like  a  positive  recommendation.  Could  you  explain  in  more  detail  how 
you  expect  to  use  this  increase?  Is  there  any  more  cost-efficient 
means  to  achieve  these  tas)cs?  What  steps  could  the  agency  take  to 
gather  and  process  insect  epidemic  data  in  a  more  timely  manner? 

Answer :  An  increase  of  $3.5  million  over  the  level  of  funding 
appropriated  in  FY  1995  will  fully  fund  the  forest  health  monitoring 
program  in  18  States;  provide  increased  funding  to  provide  forest 
health  metnagement  support  to  the  President's  Forest  Pl£in  for  the 
Pacifice  Northwest;  and  will  continue  technical  assistance  provided  by 
forest  health  professionals  to  Federal,  State,  and  private  land 
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mamagers.   Based  on  our  most  recent  progreun  cund  economic  analysis,  the 
current  program  yields  between  $5  and  $6  of  benefits  for  each  $1 
spent .   We  continue  to  evaluate  new  technologies  for  gathering  and 
processing  pest  data.   For  example,  we  now  use  aerial  videography  to 
film  dcimage  where  precise  information  is  required. 


TIMBER  PROCESSING  CAPABILITY 

Question:  The  Administration  has  aggressively  recommended  reduced 
funding  for  the  National  Forest  timber  sale  program  over  the  last 
several  years.  These  reductions  have  become  so  severe  that  facilities 
are  closing  for  a  lack  of  timber.  How  does  the  Administration  expect 
to  thin  thouseinds  of  acres  of  smaller,  lower  value  timber  without 
local  processing  facilities? 

Answer:  We  believe  adequate  processing  facilities  are  available  for 
sawtimber- sized  material.   Processing  facilities  for  material  that 
cannot  be  made  into  lumber  may  be  a  problem.   Electrical  generation 
facilities  using  forest  biomass  have  always  been  limited  euid  now  many 
are  closing,  not  because  of  a  shortage  of  raw  material,  but  because 
they  are  vinable  to  compete  with  alternative  energy  sources.   Clean 
chips  for  pulp  are  at  very  high  prices,  but  not  all  areas  have  access 
to  this  market  within  economic  hauling  distcinces. 


PRESIDENT'S  PLAN  FOR  THE  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST 

Question:  When  Option  9  was  suinounced  in  July  1993,  the  Secretaries  of 
Interior  and  Agriculture  committed  to  producing  2  billion  board  feet 
the  first  year  of  the  plan  and  1.7  bbf  in  year  two.  Has  the  Forest 
Service  successfully  achieved  these  commitments? 

Answer:  Included  in  the  figures  you  cite  was  an  upper  bound  estimate 
of  how  much  volume  in  already  prepared  sales  could  be  released  for 
harvest  if  Option  9  were  adopted;  not  just  the  volume  of  new  sales 
that  would  be  prepared  euid  offered.   In  the  final  version  of  Option  9, 
which  was  adopted  in  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  signed  in  i^ril 
1994,  the  timber  output  levels  were  lowered  due  to  additional 
protective  measures  included  for  the  spotted  owl,  riparian  areas,  and 
certain  rare  and  endemic  species.   The  Forest  Service  portion  of  the 
projected  probable  sale  quantity  in  the  final  version  of  Option  9  is 
757  HMBF  per  year.   The  Dwyer  injunction  on  new  sales  in  owl  heOsitat 
was  not  lifted  until  June  6,  1994,  at  which  time  we  could  proceed  with 
new  sales  consistent  with  Option  9.   However,  with  the  signing  of  the 
ROD  for  the  President's  Plan,  a  large  volume  of  previously  prepared 
timber  sales  could  no  longer  be  offered  because  they  were  inconsistent 
with  the  Plain.   The  volume  availeible  for  sale  slipped  below  150  MMBF, 
cUid  this  volume  has  since  been  offered.   Forests  had  to  begin 
preparing  new  sales  with  associated  timeframes  for  watershed  analysis, 
sale  design,  consultation,  NEPA  documentation,  and  sale 
advertisement.   The  Forests  are  presently  working  toward  this  goal. 
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A  significant  number  of  employees  took  advantage  in  1994  of  the 
Voluntary  Separation  Incentive  to  meet  Congressional  amd  Aministration 
targets.   Many  of  the  qualified  employees  were  heavily  involved  in  the 
timber  sale  preparation  program  «md  therefore  decreased  our 
capabilities.   Additionally,  the  devastating  fire  season  this  past 
Bummer  delayed  efforts  to  prepare  new  sales.   In  FY  1994,  a  total  of 
345  MMBF  of  timber  was  sold  from  national  forests  within  the  range  of 
the  northern  spotted  owl  (those  Forests  subject  to  the  ROD  mentioned 
jLbove) .   The  estimated  accomplishment  for  FY  1995  from  these  Forests 
is  466  MMBF. 

Question:  The  Record  of  Decision  for  Option  9  predicts  that  the  plan 
will  produce  958  million  board  feet  of  new  timber  sales  each  year  for 
10  years.  When  do  the  agencies  expect  to  meet  this  target?  Will  they 
make  up  the  shortfall  in  volume  for  the  first  year  of  the  plcin  by 
producing  more  thein  958  mmbf  in  later  years? 

Answer :  The  probable  sale  quantity  (PSQ)  estimated  at  the  time  the  ROD 
for  the  President's  Plan  was  issued  was  958  MMBF.   In  the  ROD,  there 
was  an  "other  wood"  component,  which  added  about  10%  more  volume  and 
resulted  in  a  total  volume  of  1.1  billion  board  feet.   The  PSQ  was 
broken  down  as  follows: 

Forest  Service 

-  Region  5  (California) 

-  Region  6  (Oregon  &  Washington) 

-  Total 

BLM 

President's  Plan  Total  958  MMBF 

Subsequent  to  the  release  of  the  ROD  for  the  President's  Plan,  Region 
5  issued  new  forest  land  management  plans,  with  revised  estimates  of 
PSQ  under  President's  Plaui  direction.   Their  new  estimate  of  PSQ  is 
161  MMBF.   This  is  a  reduction  of  63  MMBF  from  the  estimate  used  in 
the  ROD,  amd  decreases  the  Forest  Service  portion  of  the  PSQ  under  the 
President's  Plan  from  757  MMBF  to  694  MMBF.   Analysis  thus  far 
indicates  a  reduction  in  PSQ  may  also  occur  in  Region  6  due  to  greater 
than  anticipated  impacts  of  riparian  buffer  zones  and  other  stemdards 
and  guidelines. 

The  PSQ  is  an  average  for  the  first  decade  of  implementation.   It  was 
never  expected  that  the  decadal  average  figure  would  be  achieved  in 
the  early  years  of  the  decade.   In  ;^ril  1994,  the  Chief  testified 
before  Congress  regarding  our  projected  implementation  schedule  for 
the  timber  sale  program  under  the  President's  Plan.   This  schedule 
showed  an  estimated  accomplishment  of  about  60  percent  in  FY95,  80 
percent  in  FY96,  and  100  percent  in  FY97,  emd  is  still  our 
eaqsectation.   In  FY95,  we  expect  to  accomplish  about  466  MMBF  in  new 
sales  in  the  owl  rsuige,  which  would  be  about  67  percent  of  the  latest 
PSQ  estimate  of  694  MMBF  (or  62  percent  of  the  original  PSQ) . 


224 

MMBF 

533 

MMBF 

757 

MMBF 

201 
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since  PSQ  (or  ASQ  (allowable  sale  quantity))  are  decadal  limits, 
Forests  would  be  allowed  to  have  higher  sale  levels  in  later  years  of 
the  decade  if  there  were  shortfalls  in  the  earlier  years,  eind  our  goal 
is  to  achieve  the  full  PSQ  over  the  decade.   However,  at  this  time  we 
have  only  completed  one  year  of  implementation  and   csuinot  predict 
whether  sale  levels  higher  than  the  average  annual  PSQ  Ccui  actually  be 
achieved  in  the  latter  years  of  the  decade . 

Question:  Recent  memorandum  from  agency  planners  discloses 
wide-ranging  skepticism  over  the  ability  of  the  Service  to  meet  the 
timber  sale  targets  in  Option  9.  Reasons  for  the  anticipated  shortfall 
range  from  a  lack  of  funding  to  stamdards  and  guidelines  being  more 
restrictive  on  the  ground  than  suiticipated.  Are  these  constraints 
being  re-exeunined  to  relieve  the  effects  on  timber  supply? 

Answer :  Appropriations  have  decreased  significantly  over  the  past 
years,  thereby  reducing  the  emphasis  cmd  capabilities  to  produce 
additional  timber  sales.   Implementation  of  President's  Plan  direction 
requires  a  large  front  end  investment  in  watershed  analysis  cuid  other 
requirements  before  the  full  level  of  euiticipated  sales  can  be 
achieved.   Also,  it  is  important  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
also  have  sufficient  funding,  because  of  our  need  to  consult  with  them 
regarding  effects  on  listed  species.   All  agencies  are  now  evaluating 
what  can  be  done  to  make  sufficient  funds  and  personnel  availcUDle  to 
fully  implement  the  President's  Plan,  and  to  stresunline  watershed 
cinalysis,  other  required  einalyses,  and  consultation. 

Question:  The  environmental  impact  statement  for  option  9  assumed  that 
all  previously  sold  timber  sales  were  harvested.  The  Record  of 
Decision  for  option  9  authorized  the  release  of  all  previously  sold 
sales.  The  Fish  cind  Wildlife  Service  approved  option  9  as  not 
jeopardizing  the  spotted  owl  marbled  murrelet.  However,  one  month 
after  the  signing  of  the  RQD,  without  citing  any  new  evidence,  the  FWS 
chcuiged  its  view  and  determined  that  76  previously  sold  and  awarded 
sales  would  jeopardize  the  marbled  murrelet.  Why  were  these  sales, 
which  comprise  less  thaui  one -half  of  one  percent  of  all  murrelet 
habitat,  stopped? 

Answer:  ^^pendix  G,  Volume  II  -  J^pendices  of  the  FSEIS  contains  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Biological  Qpinion  on  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (9)  of  the  FSEIS.   Page  4  of  the  Biological  Opinion  of  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  identifies  the  assumptions  made  to 
ensure  that  the  analysis  under  Section  7  of  the  Act  has  a  measurable 
baseline,  or  starting  point.   Such  assumptions  were  used  to  assist  in 
the  development  of  the  opinion.   Assumption  #6  states: 

Federal  actions  such  as  already  planned  timber  sales,  which  are  still 

in  the  process  of  section  7  consultation,  have  not  been  Included 

within  the  environmental  baseline  and  have  not  been  analyzed  In  this 

opinion  for  their  Impacts  to  listed  species  or  to  designated  critical 
habitat  (emphasis  added) . 

The  Section  318  sales  were  still  in  the  process  of  section  7 
consultation  at  the  time  the  Biological  Opinion  for  the  President's 
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Forest  Plan  was  written.   In  addition,  th«  ROD  atatamant  that  such 
sales  ware  part  of  the  baseline,  refers  to  consultations  which  had 
been  concluded  prior  to  the  date  of  the  ROD.   Although  the  ROD  states 
that  such  sales  were  part  of  the  baseline,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  did  not  assume  that  they  were. 

The  Biological  Opinion  specific  to  the  318  sales  was  issued  on  May  11, 
1994   and  found  that  many  of  the  318  sales  would  jeopardize  the 
marbled  murrelet  if  harvested.   It  was  the  May  11,  1994  opinion  which 
analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  318  sales,  and  not  the 
February  4,  1994  opinion  for  the  President's  Forest  Plan. 

Question:  According  to  agency  personnel.  Watershed  Analysis  required 
by  Option  9  is  causing  much  delay  in  implementing  the  plan.  What  is 
the  purpose  of  Watershed  Analysis?  Is  the  emalysis  driven  by  an 
objective  or  goal,  or  is  it  merely  analysis  for  analysis  sake? 

Answer :  Watershed  analysis  has  three  primary  purposes: 

1.  To  assure  proposed  meuiagement  activities  are  consistent  with  the 
Plan's  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy. 

2.  To  (a)  evaluate  ecological  processes  of  concern,  (b)  determine  how 
well  they  are  functioning,  and  (c)  recommend  appropriate  management. 

3.  To  identify  opportunities  for  restoration. 

The  cuialysis  is  necessary  in  underst£tnding  which  management  activities 
are  appropriate  or  inappropriate  in  a  given  watershed. 

Question:  Coin  this  analysis  be  streamlined  and  still  meet  the 
objectives? 

Answer :  Yes,  objectives  cern  be  accomplished  while  still  clarifying 
the  procedures  to  accomplish  essential  rec[uirements .   Tecuns  conducting 
the  euialysis  have  learned  how  to  be  more  efficient,  amd  important  new 
tools,  such  as  Geographic  Information  Systems,  are  becoming  more 
available . 

Question:  How  much  is  Watershed  Analysis  expected  to  cost  over  the 
life  of  the  Plan?" 

Answer :  Costs  vary  with  the  size  and  complexity  of  the  area,  but  this 
year  the  average  cost  per  watershed  is  eUjout  $120,000.   We  expect 
average  costs  to  drop  to  about  $90,000,  eind  we  expect  to  con^lete  a 
first  iteration  euialysis  in  eibout  450  watersheds  throughout  the  area 
of  the  Plcui  (Forest  Service  Regions  5  and  6)  during  the  next  8  to  10 
years.   Given  these  figures,  we  can   expect  a  cost  of  aUoout  $40  million 
over  the  next  ten  years . 
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TIMBER  THEFT  TASK  FORCE 

Question:  Since  their  conception  in  1992,  the  "supercops"  iinder  the 
timber  theft  task  force  have  been  publicly  claiming  that  $100  million 
of  timber  theft  takes  place  each  year.  Using  these  figures,  $400 
million  of  theft  has  taken  place  under  their  watch.  What  percentage  of 
the  theft  is  sawtimber  by  log  volume  and  value?  What  percentage  of  the 
theft  is  other  thcin  sawtimber  logs?  Who  has  been  prosecuted  eind  what 
were  the  volumes  and  values  involved?  Are  violators  allowed  to 
purchase  subsequent  sales?  How  grossly  inflated  is  the  $100  million 
figure? 

Answer:  Any  estimate  of  the  value  and  qucintity  of  timber  being  stolen 
can  be  nothing  better  thcin  a  very  rough  guess.   We  believe  the  figure 
may  be  closer  to  $10  million  aumually  based  on  the  value  of  the 
finished  product.   However,  we  believe  any  theft  of  Forest  Service 
timber,  even  a  minimal  amount,  to  have  a  siginificant  effect  on  the 
available  timber  supply  amd  the  competitive  bidding  process.   We  are 
committed  to  prosecuting  those  involved.   Based  on  overall  product 
demand,  and  theft  cases  prosecuted  recently,  we  believe  sawtimber  to 
be  the  principle  stolen  product.   There  is  however  theft  of  other 
products  occurring  such  as  pulp  logs,  firewood,  etc. 

The  Forest  Service  has  prosecuted  several  entities  for  theft  of  timber 
and  timber  products.   This  includes  scaling  bureaus,  timber  companies, 
individual  loggers,  log  scalers,  and  other  individuals  involved  in  the 
timber  processing  business.    In  FY92  cuid  FY93,  eight  cases  involving 
$3.5  million  in  fines  and  restitution  were  completed.   In  FY  94  cases 
investigated  under  direction  of  Regional  Special  Agents  in  Charge 
totalled  154  felony  investigations  with  values  of  $2.2  million. 

Two  notcible  investigations  include: 

1)  Bugad>oo  Timber  Company  -  The  investigation  involved  an  upward 
estimate  of  59.9  million  board  feet(mmbf) .   The  compsiny  reached 
an  "out  of  court  settlement"  to  pay  $1.7  million  for  timber 
removed  without  authorization,  permit,  or  contract. 

2)  Thomas  Creek  Lumber  Compciny  -  The  investigation  involved  em 
upward  estimate  of  10.6  mmbf .   The  compsuiy  paid  a  fine  and 
restitution  in  the  amount  of  $1.5  million.   The  compsuiy  cuid  its 
affiliates  also  agreed  to  refrain  from  bidding  on  or  being 
awarded  Forest  Service  timber  sale  contracts  for  a  specified 
period  of  time. 

Continued  authorization  to  purchase  timber  sales  depends  on  a 
purchaser's  aJaility  to  demonstrate  that  they  are  presently  responsible 
to  continue  doing  business  with  the  government.   In  this 
determination,  a  number  of  factors  are  considered,  including  length  of 
time  since  the  violation  or  conviction,  amd  efforts  taken  by  the 
purchaser  to  prevent  reoccurrence  of  the  particular  violation. 
Approximately  10-12  debarments  have  occurred  annually  in  the  last 
several  years . 
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LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Oueetion:  Why  doesn't  the  law  enforcement  work  under  and   report  to  the 
forest  ranger? 

Answer :  In  recent  years,  reviews  of  the  Forest  Service's  law 
enforcement  program  by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (0MB) ,  the 
USDA  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG) ,  and  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  indicated  that  the  Agency's  law  enforcement  program 
needed  to  meet  the  "Quality  Standards  for  Investigations"  established 
by  the  President's  Council  on  Integrity  and  Efficiency  (PCIE) .   In  the 
FY  1994  Appropriations  Act,  Congress  directed  that  the  Agency 
establish  a  separate  independent  law  enforcement  program  that  would 
meet  the  PCIE  standards  eind  report  directly  to  the  Chief  of  the  Forest 
Service.   The  change  to  remove  the  law  enforcement  progreun  from  direct 
supervision  of  the  forest  ranger  was  to  guarantee  investigative 
independence  and  to  ensure  that  the  program  is  free  from  allegations 
of  interference  and  improprieties.   The  reorgeuiization  of  the  prograun 
ensures  that  protection,  enforcement,  and  investigations  within  the 
agency  meet  professional  standards  and  guidelines;  and  the  progrsun 
functions  with  investigative  independence  in  its  role  of  supporting 
resource  management  activities  and  ecosystem  protection. 


CASPO  EIS 

Question:  The  recently  released  CASPO  EIS,  identified  as  the  Forest 
Service  preferred  alternative,  predicts  cin  increase  of  350,000  acres 
of  forested  Icuids  in  high  classification  for  stand  replacement  fires 
by  the  fifth  decade  emd  increases  tree  mortality  by  50  million  board 
feet  over  present  levels  in  the  Sierran  national  forests.  How  does 
this  situation  conform  with  the  Administration's  concept  of  improving 
forest  health? 

Answer :  The  alternative  fosters  forest  health  for  the  following 
reasons . 

The  preferred  alternative  (C)  uses  a  leundscape  approach  that  would 
reflect  some  aspects  of  pre -settlement  conditions  in  the  Sierra  Nevada 
forests.    Forest  vegetation  would  be  managed  based  on  three  general 
zones.   Desired  condition  goals  for  these  zones  reflect  the  general 
effects  of  micro- climate  variation  progressing  from  relatively  cool, 
moist  conditions  along  streamcourses,  through  a  transitional  mid- slope 
zone  to  the  dry  upper  slope/ridge  zone.   In  general,  the  regime  of 
frequent,  low  intensity  fire  that  was  common  in  pre -settlement  times, 
played  a  greater  role  in  development  of  vegetation  patterns  on  the 
drier  mid  and  upper  slope  areas.   This  is  evidenced  by  many  historic 
photos  that  depict  stemds  of  widely  spaced,  very  large  trees  as  a 
common  condition  in  the  Sierra  Nevada. 

Management  in  the  late-successional  and  riparian  zone  (located  along 
streamcourses  and  lower  slopes)  would  emphasize  providing  a  high 
quality  stream  cuid  riparian  environment  cuid  high  quality  habitat  for 
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species  requiring  large  tree,  tnulti- layered,  closed  canopy  old-forest 
conditions.   The  riparian  zone  promotes  late-successional  forest  cuid 
riparian  habitats  for  a  large  number  of  wildlife  species  which  require 
the  structure  and  function  of  these  ecosystems.   Timber  harvest  would 
be  at  low  levels  in  this  zone. 

The  mid-slope  and  upper- slope/ridge  zones  would  be  managed  more 
intensively  to  develop  progressively  more  open  forest  conditions 
nearer  ridge-tops.  Vegetation  would  be  managed  to  favor  moderate  tree 
densities  in  the  mid- slope  zone  and  large,  widely- spaced  stands  of 
trees  on  ridge  tops .   These  zones  would  sustain  moderate  to  high 
levels  of  timber  harvest,  respectively.   Silvicultural  methods  would 
include  group  selection  amd  extensive  thinning  on  a  long 
(approximately  200  year)  rotation,  as  well  as  salvage  of  dead  and 
dying  trees . 

Timber  harvests  and   vegetation  mauiagement  in  the  mid- slope  cind 
ridgetop  zones  would  generally  create  more  healthy  forest  conditions 
and  would  reduce  threat  of  destructive  fires.  Fuels  treatment, 
thinning,  auid  regeneration  harvesting  is  most  concentrated  in  the 
ridgetop  zone.   Management  in  the  ridgetop  zones  would  favor  retention 
of  widely  spaced  large  trees,  with  grasses  and  light  densities  of 
shrubs  in  the  understory,  a  condition  that  is  resilient  to  fire. 
Strategically  placed  fuel  breaks  would  be  created  in  the  ridgetop 
zones.   Conversion  of  highly  flaunmable  fuels  will  take  30  or  more 
years  to  be  effective  in  reducing  high  severity  fires. 

Over  time,  this  alternative  would  grow  greater  numbers  of  large  trees 
(greater  than  40  inches  diauneter  at  breast  height) .   These  trees  are 
generally  more  resistent  to  the  effects  of  fire.   Some  areas  of 
conifer  forest  may  suffer  accelerated  mortality  as  a  result  of  dense 
tree  stocking,  competition  between  trees  for  moisture  euid  nutrients, 
insects,  disease  and  episodic  fire  during  periods  of  drought. 
Alternative  C  would  provide  for  vegetation  meinagement  on  about  45%  of 
the  forested  leuids  on  the  Sierran  National  Forests. 


FRANK  CHURCH  RIVER  OF  NO  RETURN  WILDERNESS 

Section  2(b)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  (P.L.  88-577)  specifically  states,  "No 
appropriations  shall  be  availsible  for  the  payment  of  expenses  or  salaries  for 
the  administration  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  as  a  separate 
linit  nor  shall  any  appropriations  be  available  for  additional  personnel  stated 
as  being  required  solely  for  the  purpose  of  managing  or  administering  areas 
solely  because  they  are  included  within  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System . ? 

177.     Question:  Isn't  the  creation  of  a  single  administrative  unit  for  the 
management  of  the  Frank  Church  River  of  No  Return  Wilderness  in 
violation  of  Section  2(b)  of  the  Wilderness  Act?  Please  explain  why 
the  creation  of  the  single  administrative  unit  is  not  in  violation  of 
Section  2(b)  of  the  Wilderness  Act. 


133 


Answer :  After  extensive  review  of  the  legislative  history  and 
Congressional  record  surrounding  the  passage  of  the  1964  Wilderness 
Act,  our  opinion  is  that  the  establishment  of  the  Frank  Church  River 
of  No  Return  Wilderness  (FC-RONRW)  Administrative  Unit  is  not  in 
violation  with  the  law.   The  intent  of  Congress  was  that  a  separate 
agency  not  be  formed  to  administer  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  (NWPS) ,  but  rather,  the  Department  or  agency  with 
jurisdiction  at  time  of  designation  would  continue  to  manage  the 
area.   By  the  term  NWPS,  Congress  included  designated  Wilderness  on 
both  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Department  of  Interior 
lands.   The  intent  was  to  eliminate  for  consideration  the  development 
of  a  new  and  separate  agency  with  the  sole  purpose  of  administering 
the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  system.   Congress  also  intended 
that  the  Forest  Service  not  request  a  Wilderness  appropriation 
separate  from  the  normal  Forest  Service  budget,  which  includes 
appropriations  for  all  resource  progrsuns . 

Question:  What  is  the  projected  total  cost  of  construction,  operation, 
cuid  personnel  of  the  proposed  single  administrative  unit? 

Answer :  The  Forest  Service's  current  projected  costs  of  a  single 
administrative  unit  for  the  FC-RONRW  consist  of  a  reuige  of  figures  for 
both  initial  start-up  of  the  unit  and  for  annual  operating  costs. 
This  range  of  figures  is  based  on  several  possible  applications  of 
managing  a  single  unit  concept.   More  detailed  figures  will  be 
developed  as  part  of  the  detailed  implementation  plan,  which  will 
address  organization  structure,  office  locations,  and  estimated  budget 
needs . 

Currently,  our  best  estimate  of  start-up  costs  range  from  $500,000  to 
$1.5  million.   This  would  include  estimates  of  one  time  start-up  costs 
for  facilities  and  administrative  sites,  communication  systems, 
computers,  equipment,  and   personnel  costs.   The  Intermountain  Region 
will  be  receiving  $250,000  in  FY  95  and  FY  9G  for  initial  start-up 
costs.   The  large  remge  in  figures  is  attributed  to  possible  facility 
needs  for  the  new  unit.   Currently,  our  objective  is  to  fully  utilize 
existing  facilities  and  minimize  the  need  for  new  facilities.   Our 
best  estimate  of  annual  operation  costs  remge  from  $4  million  to  $5.5 
million.   This  includes  costs  such  as  travel,  prograun,  and  fixed  costs 
that  would  occur  £urinually.   The  reuige  in  figures  is  attributed  to  the 
varying  organization  structures  that  are  possible. 

Question:  Would  the  budget  for  the  single  administration  unit  result 
in  a  reduction  of  budgets  of  other  National  Forest  budgets? 

Answer :  The  Wilderness  and  associated  resource  budgets  for  the  6 
National  Forests  which  form  the  FC-RONRW  would  tremsfer  the  amount  of 
money  currently  spent  on  management  of  the  FC-RONRW  to  the  new  unit. 
This  will  result  in  a  reduction  in  workload  along  with  the  reduction 
in  budget  on  those  National  Forests. 
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Question:  Prcm  which  account (s)  does  the  funding  for  a  single 
administrative  unit  come? 

Answer :  Approximately  80%  of  the  funding  for  the  FC-RONRW  will  come 
from  the  Intermountain  Regions  wilderness  funds.   Other  funds  which 
contribute  to  the  management  of  this  wilderness  include  fire,  soil, 
water  and  air,  fish  and  wildlife,  minerals,  range,  trail  construction, 
law  enforcement,  recreation,  cultural  resources,  lands  and   general 
administration . 
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ADDITIONAL  QOBSTIONS  FROM  CHAIRMAN  RALPH  RB6ULA 

RESRARCH 

Question:  What  is  the  impact  of  the  proposed  $6  million  rescission  in 
1995  funding  for  Research  that  was  proposed  in  the  rescission  bill 
which  has  passed  the  House?   If  viewed  as  highly  important,  explain 
clearly  why  it  was  the  lowest  priority  in  a  $200  million  program. 

Answer :  The  impact  of  the  proposed  $6  million  rescission  at  the  time 
of  the  year  it  would  take  effect  (with  only  5  months  or  less  left  in 
the  fiscal  year)   will  be  as  follows:   Reduce  Research  support  for 
in^lementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest.   Reduce  cooperative  grants  and  agreements  to  universities 
and  other  partners.   Reduce  progreun  research.   More  specific 
information  on  impacts  follows;  however,  it  is  importeint  to  address 
the  second  part  of  your  question  first. 

We  view  all  of  our  research  as  highly  importeint  due  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  always  more  to  do  thein  our  budget  csm  support .   The 
rescission  impacts  we  propose  are  not  necessarily  the  lowest 
priority.   They  are  more  a  reflection  of  what  is  possible  plus 
priority.   Taking  a  reduction  (rescission)  with  less  thaui  5  months 
left  in  a  fiscal  year  does  not  allow  us  to  necessarily  address  lowest 
versus  highest  priority  research.   It  is  more  a  matter  of  what  funding 
is  left  that  isn't  already  committed,  obligated,  or  spent.   For 
exan^le,  if  one  is  addressing  this  question  for  a  future  fiscal  year, 
i.e.  FY96  the  answer  could  be  based  more  on  priority  because  other 
options  such  as  closing  units  and   RIFing  personnel  are  availeJole. 
With  over  half  of  FY  1995  already  gone,  RIFs  would  cost  more  than  we 
could  save  since  we  would  have  already  incurred  7  months  of  employee 
salary  costs.   To  meet  a  rescission  at  such  a  late  date  in  FY  1995,  we 
must  address  what  can  be  done  at  this  time  of  the  year  with  the  least 
intact  on  our  program  and  people . 

Specifics  on  impacts  are  as  follows: 

Reducing  the  President's  Forest  Plaai   euid  grants  and   agreements  at  this 
time  in  the  fiscal  year  will  least  impact  people  in  the  Forest  Service 
Research  program.   Our  proposed  reduction  will  avoid  furloughing 
permeuient  employees  and  prevent  a  reduction-in-force  that  has  an 
initial  higher  cost  than  savings  realized. 

Forest  Service  Research  is  a  leader  in  providing  a  longterm 
institutional  base  of  scientific  eund  technological  expertise  for 
managing  the  Nation's  and  world's  natural  resources.   However,  we  rely 
heavily  on  partnerships  sind  cooperative  relationships  to  help 
acconplish  our  mission.   Research  has  reduced  its  scientific  and 
technical  work  force  in  recent  years  in  order  to  maintain  operational 
funding  to  support  priority  research  euid  provide  the  high-tech 
equipment  and  facilities  needed  for  today's  scientific  studies. 
Cooperative  grants  and  agreements  primarily  supplement  the  scientific 
ejqpertise  we  have  in  house  or  are  unable  to  permcuiently  maintain.   In 
addition,  these  partnerships  are  necessary  for  ensuring  cui 
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interdisciplinary  approach  to  natural  resource  management  of  our 
Nation's  forests  cind  grasslcuids .   This  reduction  will  severely  erode 
the  partnerships  we  have  established  and  reduce  or  eliminate  some  of 
the  longterm  science  that  underpins  natural  resource  management .   The 
loss  of  these  grants  and  agreements  by  universities  will  have  a  direct 
impact  on  their  faculty,  staff  and  graduate  students.   Reductions  will 
be  made  in  the  following: 

REDUCE  RESEARCH  SUPPORT  FOR  IMPLEMENTING  THE  PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 
FOR  THE  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST   (-$1,000,000) 

The  funding  required  for  high  priority  research  assistance  in  direct 
support  of  the  National  Forest  System  in  implementing  the  Plan  is 
maintained. 

Monitoring  and  other  legal  requirements  by  Judge  Dwyer's  decision  are 
maintained. 

This  reduction  will  delay  establishing  new  research  studies  designed 
to  provide  the  scientific  knowledge  cind  technology  needed  for 
developing  potential  longterm  Pacific  Northwest  ecosystem  management 
alternatives.   Adaptive  management  implementation  and  conduct  of 
research  associated  with  it  are  most  heavily  impacted. 

This  proportional  reduction  will  have  the  least  impact  on  the  Plan 
implementation  (less  than  1%  of  the  total  FS  Plan  budget)  and  the 
total  Forest  Service  Research  Progreim. 

Funding  for  the  Plan  was  increased  for  FY  1995,  thus  new  projects  are 
a  logical  place  to  take  reductions.   Although  the  projects  proposed 
for  reductions  are  not  critical  to  the  implementation  of  the  Plan  in 
the  short  term,  full  implementation  of  the  Plan  will  be  impacted  in 
the  long  run,  if  reductions  continue  into  the  future.   In  particular, 
the  reductions  will  impact  our  cUsility  to  carry  out  research, 
development  emd  application  projects  within  adaptive  mcinagement  areas. 

Pacific  Northwest  Experiment  Station  President's  Plan  reductions  (Region  6): 


NAME  OF  PARTNER     IMPACT  OF  NOT  DOING  AGREEMENT  OR  WORK 


Applegate      Terminate  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  Support  to 
Partnership    Adaptive  Management  Areas  (AMAs) :  Pacific  GIS  will 

facilitate  the  development  of  local  capacity  and  public 
access  to  GIS  and  spatial  data  for  adaptive  management 
partnership  groups  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

NFS,  BLM       Terminate  research  work  on  Community  Success  in  AMAs:  ^ply 
the  ideas  generated  in  the  Wondolleck  aind  Yaffee  report  to 
an  AMA  or  other  representative  area.   This  report  deals  with 
how  agencies  bridge  to  communities  and   how  to  measure 
success.   It  is  cm  attempt  to  apply  the  recommendations  of 
our  FY  1994  report. 
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3.   District 

Ranger,  AMA 
Coordinators 
NFS  &  BLM 


Terminate  legal/institutional  research  support:  Finish 
development  of  an  overview  of  legal  issues  likely  to  affect 
ecosystem  management .   Develop  a  conceptual  f rsunework  for 
organizing  and  examining  these  issues.   Finalize  effort  to 
summarize  legal  aspects  of  ecosystem  memagement  to  help 
remove  legal  barriers  to  implementing  it  in  AMAs . 


4.  Oregon         Terminate  a  study  on  using  native  plcmts  and  site 
State  Univ.     modifications  to  restore  high-elevation  uplands  in  the 

J^plegate  watershed.   This  will  impact  implementation  of  the 
Station's  commitment  for  the  Northwest  Forest  Pl£ui. 

5.  Oniv.  of       Terminate  cooperative  research  on  President's  important 
Washington     questions  about  how  pulp  and  paper  industrial  sector  will 

adapt  to  President's  Forest  Pleui.  (Gustafson) 


6.   Progrsun  4166 


Reduce  PNW  Station  support  to  inclement  the  President's 
Forest  Plcui  through  support  of  the  Production  Forest 
Initiative . 


7.  Program  4166   Terminate  Eco-Monitoring  in  Restoration  and  Reproduction. 

Develop  methods  to  evaluate  restoration  activities  at 
several  spatial  cuid  temporal  scales. 

8.  Program  4166   Reduce  support  for  Coastal  Land  Analysis  and  Modeling  Study 

(CLAMS) .   Provincial -scale  planning  and  assessments,  as 
designed  in  CLAMS,  integrated  across  planning,  monitoring, 
ecosystem  restoration  eind  watershed  analysis. 

9.  Prograun  4166   Terminate  Adaptive  Management  Process/Decision  support 

System  (DSS)  work.   Work  to  finish  adaptive  management 
process  report  started  after  FEMAT. 

10.  Program  4166   Terminate  research  on  visualization  of  landscapes.   Test  the 

feasibility  aind  utility  of  state-of-the-art  computer 
technology  for  visualization  of  alternative  lauidscape 
management  options  to  inprove  public  participation. 


11.  Prograun  4166 


Terminate  assessment  of  AHA  Research  needs.   Provide 
assessment  of  needs  amd  opportunities  for  RD&A  within  each 
AMA  using  the  highest  possible  level  of  collaiboration. 


12.  Program  4166   Research  support  for  AMAs  will  be  curtailed.   Develop  and 

implement  AMA  research  based  on  individual  amd  collective 
analysis  using  a  SWAT  team  approach  assessment .   Provide  PNW 
scientists  to  help  in  coordination  auid  linkage  between 
management  and  scientific  community. 

13.  Program  4166   Research  support  will  be  terminated  for  ^^plegate  AMA. 

Assess  knowledge  needs  and  testing  technical  and  social 
approaches  across  amd  within  Adaptive  Mamagement  Areas. 
Develop  amd  inclement  credible  monitoring  protocols  and  new 
approaches  to  lamd  mamagement.   Facilitate  education 
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14.  Program  4166 


15.  Program  4166 


progreun,  technical  assistance,  training,  in^lementation  and 
oversight  for  research  and  monitoring  programs. 

Terminate  public  input  monitoring:   Design  a  preliminary- 
framework  on  the  linkages  between  ecosystem  memagement  and 
ecological  socio-economic  variables. 

Terminate  Community  Monitoring.   Develop  a  longitudinal  data 
base  coitprised  of  ecological  socio-economic  varieUoles  of 
Northwest  communities. 


Total  reduction  for  PNW  Station  is  $792,000  for  the  President's  Plan. 
Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station's  President's  Plan  reductions  (Region  5) 


University  of 
California 


Rocky  Mt.  Elk 
Fdn.  &  Calif. 
Dept  of  Fish 
cuid  Game 


Development  of  a  Geographic  Information  System  for  the 
Hayfork  AMA  euid  Advanced  Agency  Staff  amd  Community  Training 
in  GIS  for  ecosystem  Management.   IMPACT:   New  project  would 
not  be  initiated.   PSW  Research  would  not  be  included  in 
database  development  amd  training  of  Federal  agency  and 
community  members. 

Validate  Elk  HcUsitat  Models  on  the  Goosenest  AMA  and  Klamath 
National  Forest.   IMPACT:   New  Project  would  not  be 
initiated.   The  long-term  object  is  to  reintroduce  elk  to 
the  Klamath  Province,  which  could  serve  alternative  economic 
benefits  through  hunting.   This  project  was  to  evaluate  the 
suitability  of  reintroduction.   Lack  of  funding  would 
prohibit  "leveraging"  of  additional  funds  through  the  Calif. 
Dept.  of  F&G  cuid  the  Rocky  Mt .  Elk  Foundation. 


Klcunath  Nat'l  Longevity  of  Coarse  Woody  Debris  in  Forest  Types  Associated 
Forest         with  Frequent  Fires.   IMPACT:   New  project  would  not  be 

initiated.   Establishing  various  quantities  of  coarse  woody 
debris  across  the  landscape  is  being  encouraged  as  a  part  of 
ecosystem  management.   This  practice  is  of  concern  in 
fire-prone  ecosystems  in  California.   This  project  would 
determine  appropriate  cunounts  of  woody  debris  euid  how  long 
it  persists  in  the  system. 

Nat'l  Forest   Accelerating  the  development  of  old-growth  characteristics 
System,  Cal    in  young-growth  stands  through  partial  cutting  amd 
Dept  of  Fish   prescribed  fire,  an  interdisciplinary  study  in  the  Goosenest 
&  Game,        Adaptive  Management  Area.   IMPACT:   New  project  would  not  be 
Humboldt  St.O.  initiated.   This  research  is  highly  important  to  the 
Klamath  Bio-    President's  Plan,  and  the  research  is  in  cooperation  with 
Regional  Group  community  groups  and  managers  in  an  Adaptive  Memagement 
Area.  Hhowever,  this  is  a  second,  large  scale 
interdisciplinary  project  in  eui  AMA.   We  Ccui  possibly 
troinsfer  results  from  similar  actions  in  another  AMA. 
However,  there  are  social  values  in  this  additional  project, 
and  the  Goosenest  AMA  represents  different  forest  types. 


20.  Six  Rivers 


Comparison  of  vertebrate  and  invertebrate  fauna  between 
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Nat'l  Forest   intermittent  riparian  channels  and  adjacent  upslope  areas. 

Humboldt  St.U.  IMPACT:   New  portion  of  an  interdisciplinary  project  would 
not  be  initiated.   The  overall  project  is  critical  to 
determining  ripariaui  protection  widths  for  the  President's 
Forest  Plan.   This  research  to  determine  use  cuid  inpacts  of 
these  zones  on  land  birds  needs  to  be  done,  but  could  be 
deferred . 

Total  reduction  for  PSW  Station:   $206,000  in  President's  Plan. 

Total  President's  Forest  Plan  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  reduction:   $1,000,000 

FOREST  RBSSAKCH  STATION-WIDE  REDOCTION  OF  GRANTS  AND  AGREEMENTS  FOR  FY  1995 
EZTRAMORAL  RESEARCH  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REDUCTIONS   (-  $5,000,000) 

♦•Listed  by  Research  Station,  NOT  by  overall  Forest  Research  priority  order. 

NAME  OF  PARTNER     IMPACT  OF  NOT  DOING  AGREEMENT  OR  WORK 


Pacific  Northwest  Research  Station  reductions 

1 .  University  of  Information  critical  to  water  uptake  of  tropical  forests 
Washington  portion  of  MAPSS  model  will  not  be  produced. 

2.  University  of  An  ongoing  joint  project  using  lerndscape  level  visualization 
Washington  emd  stamd  modeling  to  look  at  the  effects  of  forest 

operations  and  to  improve  public  involvement  in  decision- 
making would  be  halted. 

3.  Oregon  State  Work  on  marketing  of  secondary  products  will  not  be  done. 
University 

4.  Univ.  Calif.  Loss  of  logging  cost  information  for  timber  management  in 
at  Davis  matrix  lands. 

5.  Oregon  State  Loss  of  support  for  curating  the  Western  Insect  Collection. 
University 

6.  University  of  Will  not  complete  work  on  economics  of  biodiversity. 
Monteuia 

7.  Washington  Study  will  not  be  completed.   A  Ph.D  student  will  lose 
State  Univ.  funding. 

8.  University  of  Work  90%  completed;  will  not  finish  publication  of  results. 
Washington 

9.  Oregon  State  An  ongoing  project  using  aerial  harvesting  systems  for  fuels 
University  reduction  will  not  be  funded 

10.  Univ.  of  An  ongoing  project  using  ground-based  forest  operations  for 

California  fuels  reduction,  part  of  the  Limber  Jim  Fuels  Reduction 

at  Davis  Project  described  above,  would  not  be  continued. 
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11.  White  Pass     Failure  to  fund  would  prohibit  our  cUsility  to  respond  in  a 
School  Dist.    timely  fashion  to  requests  for  help  from  several  resource 
dependent  communities. 


12.  Univ.  of 
Washington 


Failure  to  fund  a  project  designed  to  improve  public 
understsuiding  of  alternative  forest  management  practices. 


13 .  Oregon  State 
University 


Would  impede  progress  toward  organizing  mechanisms  for 
development  of  responsive  public  participation  strategies 
cind  development  of  institutional  structures  for  ecosystem 
meuiagement . 


14 .  University 
of  Arizona 


Failure  to  fund  would  impede  progress  on  research  to  under- 
stand how  to  resolve  institutional  barriers  to  ecosystem 
management . 


15.  University  of 
Washington 
RWU  4968 

16.  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Reduce  funding  for  the  canopy  research  project  located 

the  Wind  River  Experimental  Forest.   Lead  is  Jerry  Franklin. 

Responses  of  wildlife  habitats  to  forest  meuiagement  and 
climate  change:   A  modeling  approach.   On-going  since  1990. 
Supports  Steve  Garman  research. 


17 .  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Comparison  of  Icuidscape  patterns  created  by  pre -settlement 
fire  regimes  and   timber  harvesting  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
forests.   On-going  since  1990.   Supports  David  Wallin 
research. 


18 .  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Monitoring  euid  emalysis  of  permeuient  vegetation  plots.  This 
is  our  long-term  vegetation  study  which  has  been  on-going  at 
H .  J .  Andrews  for  years . 


19 .  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Social  involvement  in  ecosystem  management . 
1993.   Supports  Shindler  research. 


On -going  since 


20.  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Ecosystem  mauiagement  landscape  studies  On-going  since  1993. 
Supports  Julia  Jones  research. 


21.  Oregon  State 
University 
RWU  4362 


Research  support  of  long-term  ecological  research  at  H.  J. 
Andrews  Experimental  Forest.   On-going  since  1992. 


22.  Univ.  of 

Idaho  RWU  4  362 


Severely  disrupt  a  7  year  moose/wolf  research  program. 


23.  Conservation 
Research  Fund 
RWU  4362 


This  will  stop  a  plcumed  coop  agreement  for  marbled  murrelet 
research  (including  predation) . 


141 


Pacific  SouthweBt  Rwarch  Station  reductions 

24.  Univ.  of       Global  change  research.   IMPACT:  Research  on  the  effects  of 
Oregon,  UC     climate  change  on  forest  growth  and  stability,  uptake  and 
Riversice      metabolism  of  nitric  acid  vapor  by  forest  trees,  nitrogen 

saturation  in  the  Sierrsui  mixed  conifer  zone,  and  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  after  fire. 

25.  Univ.  of       IMPACT:  The  reduction  will  reduce  the  scope  euid  euialysis 
California     of  fire  and  related  forest  disturbances  in  sustaining 

healthy  forest  conditions.   A  part  of  the  Sierra  Nevada 
Ecosystem  Project. 


Occidental 
College 


Synposium  on  brush  fires  in  California  wildlands 
IMPACT:   Renege  on  promised  contribution. 


27 .  West  Virginia 
University 


Americcui 

Fisheries 

Society 


A  study  of  environmental  attitudes  and  issues  of  conflict 
cunong  outdoor  recreation  users.  IMPACT:  This  compliments  a 
parallel  study  in  a  different  geographical  area  that  has 
already  been  awarded;  efficacy  of  our  larger  study  will  be 
diminished  if  this  portion  is  not  also  completed. 

Conference  on  Evolution  cuid  the  Ac[uatic  Ecosystem. 
IMPACT:  Renege  on  promised  contribution. 


29.  Washington     Insect  and  Bird  Population  Relationships  in  Manzanita 

State  Univ.    Dominated  Haibitats  in  No.  Calif.  IMPACT:  Understanding  how 

critical  these  brushfields  are  for  neotropical  migrant  birds 
during  their  annual  passage. 


30.  Univ  of  Cal. 


Conference  on  Ecosystem  Memagement .  IMPACT:  Renege  on 
promised  contribution.  Also  supports  Research  Natural 
Areas . 


31.  Humboldt  State  Sierra  National  Forest  Fisher  and  Pine  Marten  Study. 
University     IMPACT:  This  study  would  be  our  first  attempt  to 

systematically  look  at  fishers  in  this  area  of  the  Sierra 
Nevada.  This  study  is  a  crucial  piece  of  the 
previously- funded  Kings  River  Ecosystem  Study. 

32.  PSW-4351       Research  to  develop  procedures  and  models  to  link  site-level 
Areata,  CA.     information  to  landscape  and  regional  level  issues  will  be 

delayed. 

Intermountaln  Research  Station  reductione 

33.  Several        This  terminates  our  Global  Change  Program  and  terminates 
Universities   our  commitment  to  Terrestrial  Ecosystem  Regional  Research 
and  TERRA      and  Analysis  laboratory  (TERRA) . 


Reduction  in  support  services  rendered  by  the  Director's 
Office  and  other  programs  funded  by   Progrfun  Management 
dollars. 
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35. 


Rescind  an  additional  cooperative  agreement  (RJVA)  from  the 
Fire  Lab.   This  would  impact  ongoing  fire  research  efforts. 


36. 


Rescind  am  additional  cooperative  agreement  (RJVA)  from  one 
of  the  Forest  Environment  Research  (FER)  units.  This  would 
impact  ongoing  research  within  the  FER  function. 


39 .  University  of 
Wyoming  & 
Colorado 
State  Univ. 


Delay  hiring  of  technician  help  until  next  fiscal  year. 
Develop  no  cooperative  agreements  with  French  colleagues  for 
exploring  in  EurAsia  for  insect  enemies  of  western  forest 
weeds.   This  will  delay  any  effective  work  on  biological 
control  other  than  assessment  of  the  research  problem,  for 
the  remainder  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Rescind  unobligated  operating  budgets  from  research  units 
not  impacted  by  reductions  to  cover  cooperative  efforts. 
These  reductions  would  impact  ongoing  research  data 
collections  and  the  planned  initiation  of  new  studies. 
Project  Leaders  would  have  the  responsibility  of  allocating 
any  reductions  within  their  unit.   The  INT  Leadership  Team 
will  reiterate  their  support  for  the  EM  research  projects ; 
however,  some  inpacts  may  occur  within  the  ER  BLI . 

Seriously  impacts  high  priority  research  to  determine 
inpacts  of  grazing  on  ripariam  systems. 


Rocky  Mountain  Reaearch  Station  reductions 

40.  Southwest      Major  reduction  in  research  partnership  of  Southwest 

Consortium     universities  (KAU,  U  of  A,  ASU,  USU,  NMSU,  WNMD)  where  the 
RM  Station  has  an  inportant  research  presence . 


41.  Mexican 
Interns 


Cannot  fulfill  agreement  with  Mexico  to  train  Mexican 
scientists . 


42.  Aguirre-Bravo  Unable  to  adequately  meet  colltiborative  research  program 

needs  with  Mexico. 

43.  CSU,  CU,  Colo.  Research  on  human  inpacts  on  Colorado  Front  Range  ecosystems 
School  of      and  on  the  resolution  of  conflicts  over  the  management  of 
Mines  these  ecosystems  will  be  terminated. 


44 .  Colorado 
State  Univ. 


Research  on  the  benefits  of  leisure  relative  to  the  health 
of  participating  individuals  will  not  be  initiated. 


45.  Univ.  New 
Mexico 


46.  University 
of  Arieona 


Research  on  the  interactions  of  riparian  systems  and  their 
underlying  ecological  functions  will  be  terminated. 

Research  on  moisture  and  vegetation  relationships  in 
riparian  systems  will  be  terminated. 
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4  7 .  Colorado 

State  Univ. 


48.  Colorado 

State  Univ. 


49.  Salary 

50.  PAAD 


Research  on  the  spatial  dynamics  of  mixed  conifer 
communities  will  be  terminated  and  results  will  not  be  made 
available  to  land  managers  in  the  Rocky  Mountains. 

Research  on  the  development  of  inproved  solution  algorithms 
for  land  management  optimization  models  will  not  be 
initiated. 

Unfilled  secretarial  position. 

Reduction  in  operating  budget  of  Program  Administration  AD. 


North  C»ntr«l  Rasaarch  Station  reductions 

51.  Southern       Cut  minority  training  program. 
Illinois  Univ. 

52 .  University  of  Delay  development  of  equipment  and  methods  to  operate  on 
Minnesota      ecologically  sensitive  harvesting  sites.   Lack  of 

appropriate  systems  for  operating  on  sensitive  sites  could 
result  in  regulatory  actions  restricting  use  of  those  sites. 


53.  Purdue  Univ. 


Reduce  ability  to  identify  forest  management  activities  that 
affect  long-term  soil  productivity  (LTSP) . 


54.  University  of  Curtail  long  term  soil  productivity  study.   LTSP  plots  would 
Wisconsin      have  to  rely  solely  on  bulk  density  to  explain  tree  growth 
reductions  in  the  first  three  years  after  soil  compaction. 


55.  San  Francisco 
State  Univ. 


Internal  RWD 
Operating 


58.  University  of 
Minnesota 


59.  Purdue  Univ. 


Eliminate  study  on  tourism  preferences  of  diverse 
populations.   Will  result  in  reduced  sUsility  to  serve  ethnic 
minority  populations. 

Reduce  internal  research  operating  accounts  resulting  in 
reduced  progress  in  combatting  trees  resistance  to  diseases, 
with  potential  greater  loss  of  wood  fiber  from  disease 
infestation  decrease  progress  in  iiqplementing  landscaf>e 
level  approaches  to  fores  management . 

Forego  study  of  people's  reactions  to  ecological 
landscaping.   Reduced  guidance  for  urban  ecosystem 
management  in  assessing  the  feasibility  of  an  ecological 
approach  to  urban  landscaping. 

Delay  progress  in  developing  management  strategies  for  the 
pine  shoot  bark  beetle.   It  is  now  infesting  forests  and 
affecting  associated  forest  industries  in  118  counties  in 
the  States  of:   Michigan,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  New  York, 
and  Pennsylvania.   There  is  a  quarantine  restricting 
shipment  of  pines  out  of  infested  areas. 
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60.  State  Oniv.    Delay  progress  in  detecting  and  monitoring  the  spread  of  the 
of  New  York    pine  shoot  bark  beetle.  It  is  now  infesting  forests  and 

affecting  associated  forest  industries  in  lie  counties  in 
the  States  of:  Michigan,  Ohio,  Indiema,  Illinois,  New  York, 
euid  Pennsylvania.   There  is  a  quarantine  restricting 
shipment  of  pines  out  of  infested  areas . 

61.  Michigan       Delay  progress  in  developing  and  testing  environmentally 
State  Univ.     the  pine  shoot  beetle.   It  is  now  infesting  forests  and 

affecting  associated  forest  industries  in  118  counties  in 
the  States  of:  Michigaui,  Ohio,  Indicuia,  Illinois,  New  York, 
euid  Pennsylveuiia .   There  is  a  quarsmtine  restricting 
shipment  of  pines  out  of  infested  areas . 

62 .  University  of  Work  extends  research  on  economic  management  of  hardwood 
Wisconsin      forests  to  consider  broader  effects  on  biodiversity  at  the 

landscape  level.   Outcomes  will  provide  more  cost  effective 
strategies  designed  to  protect  and  enhouice  biodiversity  in  a 
cost-effective  mamner. 


63 .  University  of 
Missouri 


The  cancellation  of  this  oak  stocking  study  will  delay  the 
synthesizing  of  25  years  of  field  measurements.   This 
information  is  needed  by  leind  managers  to  effectively  manage 
oak  forests  for  a  variety  of  forest  values . 


63 .  University  of 
Missouri 


The  cancellation  of  this  pine  growth  &  Missouri  yield  study 
will  delay  the  synthesizing  of  40  years  of  field 
measurements.   This  information  is  needed  by  land  mamagers 
to  effectively  manage  shortleaf  pine  a  forests  for  a  variety 
of  forest  values . 


64. 


University  of 
Minnesota 


Internal  carbon  cycling  information  would  be  removed  from 
the  overall  study  of  carbon  in  red  pine  stands. 


Northeast  Research  Station  reductions 

65.  Vermont        Terminates  euinual  funding  of  data  collection  by  Univ.  of 
Monitoring     Vermont  amd  State  of  Vermont.   They  collect  climate  data  on 
Cooperative    Mt.  Hauisfield,  midway  between  existing  federal  data 

collection  sites  on  Whiteface  Mtn,  NY,  and   Hubbard  Brook, 
NH.   Terminating  federal  support  will  not  have  a  major 
impact  on  ongoing  federal  global  chauige  research  studies . 
Vermont  will  use  interpolated  data  from  NY  and  NH  for  state 
air  quality  plcinning. 


66.  Oniv.  of  West. 
Virginia 


Terminates  ongoing  global  change  research  on  long  term  soil 
warming  and  acidic  effects  on  forest  ecosystem  processes  at 
the  Femow  Expt.  Forest.  Inpacts  basic  research  on  carbon 
and  nutrient  cycling,  and  acidification  of  streams.   No 
other  ecosystem  study  in  the  U.S.  looks  at  the  role  of  soil 
invertebrates  on  soil  processes  under  warming  conditions. 
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67.  Penn  State     Terminates  ongoing  regional  modeling  of  acidic  deposition 
University     by  Penn  State  for  PA,  Northeastern  and  North  Central  states. 

Impact  would  end  chemical  climate  model  refinement  and 
end-user  application.   Model  application  have  been  requested 
by  State  of  PA,  Chesapeake  Bay  Prograun,  amd  National 
Forests.  This  model  is  a  critical  component  to  regional  risk 
assessment  modeling  to  predict  how  the  chemical  environment 
will  affect  forest  productivity  and  water  quality. 

68.  Penn  State     Terminates  ongoing  research  at  Penn  State  Univ.  on  how 
University     plants  respond  to  and  compensate  for  ozone  damage.  The 

research  focus  is  on  the  mechanism  of  how  different  tree 
growth  habit  can  affect  its  sensitivity  to  ozone  cind  if  it 
can  compensate  for  air  pollution  damage.   This  is  the  only 
study  looking  at  ozone  deunage  compensation  mechanisms  in 
tree  species  eind  will  end  research  on  an  developing  am 
accurate  biochemical  indicator  of  ozone  sensitivity. 

69.  Univ.  of       Cancel  new  research  on  the  genetic  diversity  of  forest  tree 
Vermont        species  to  disturbance .   The  study  would  evaluate  the 

impacts  of  forest  mauiagement  practices  on  the  genetic 
diversity  of  residual  stands.  Without  this  study,  we  cannot 
address  key  ecosystem  management  questions:  Does  the  impact 
of  disturbance  reduce  the  productivity  and  sustainability  of 
the  stand,  especially  under  chamging  amthropogenic 
conditions? 

70.  Forest  Service  Camcel  Long-Term  Site  Productivity  project.   NE-4353 
Region  9       received  a  special  grant  to  install  a  study  in  response  to 

Section  6.E.  of  the  Forest  and  Raingeland  RenewaUsle  Resources 
Planning  Act  of  1974,  which  declares  that  timber  shall  only 
be  harvested  from  National  Forest  System  lands  where  soil, 
slope,  or  other  watershed  conditions  will  not  be 
irreversibly  dcunageri.   Studies  to  develop  the  information 
needed  to  assure  compliance  with  this  act  were  initiated 
several  years  ago  in  the  western  and  southern  U.S.   No 
similar  study  exists  in  the  eastern  U.S.  to  provide 
conparaQDle  data.   Without  this  information.  Region  9  is 
vulnerable  to  lawsuits  alleging  violation  of  Section  6.E. 

71.  Penn  State     Close  University  Park,  PA  research  work  unit  NE-4351.   This 
University     unit  was  plauined  to  close  on  Sept.  30,  1995.   If  rescission 

occurs,  the  unit  will  be  closed  immediately  and  salary 
savings  accrued  will  be  used  to  meet  rescission  target.   Two 
scientists,  one  technician,  and  one  clerical  person  are 
affected.   Personnel  impacts  projected  in  the  FY  1996 
President's  Budget  will  be  moved  forward  to  FY  1995. 


72 .  States  of 

Connecticut  & 
Massachusetts 


Cancel  Hemlock  Wooly  Adelgid  project.   Terminate  3  teirporary 
en^jloyees  and  reassign  2  permanent  scientists  to 
lower  priority  tasks.   The  adelgid  is  an  imported,  exotic 
pest  killing  eastern  hemlocks  throughout  southern  New 
England.   No  natural  controls  for  it  exist.   As  a  result  of 
infestations,  interstate  cocnmerce  in  hemlock  logs  has  been 
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disrupted.   In  response  to  requests  for  assistance  from 
several  New  England  state  foresters,  local  government 
officials,  cmd  public  utilities,  the  Northeastern  Station 
prepared  to  initiate  a  new  research  project  in  FY  1995  to 
search  for  biological  controls  for  the  adelgid.  This 
outbreak  is  the  most  importsmt  pest  problem  in  New  England 
right  now.   The  new  funds  appropriated  in  FY  1995  will  not 
be  spent . 

73 .  State  of  West  Cancel  planned  expansion  of  Forest  Health  Monitoring  Program 
Virginia       into  West  Virginia  in  FY  1995.   The  progreun  is  a  cooperative 

one  between  NE  and  State  Foresters,  to  conduct  auinual 
assessments  of  the  health  of  forests.   Since  being  initiated 
five  years  ago,  the  progreun  has  expeuided  to  cover  12  of  the 
20  northeastern  auid  north-central  states.   Orderly  program 
expansion  called  for  initiating  the  program  in  West  Virginia 
in  1995.   This  had  the  enthusiastic  support  of  the  State 
Forester.    Because  the  southern  expansion  of  gypsy  moth 
attacks  is  currently  moving  through  West  Virginia,  the 
monitoring  progreun  expemsion  into  that  state  was  deemed  high 
priority  to  obtain  high-quality  estimates  of  deunage  and 
losses  cuid  to  follow  up  secondary  pest  infestations  that 
often  come  in  following  gypsy  moth  defoliation.   Decreased 
budgets  will  delay  attaining  complete  coverage  of  the  20 
states. 

Southern  Research  Station  reductions 

74 .  Oklahoma  State  A  study  on  the  effects  of  elevated  C02  on  trees  at  the  edge 
University     of  the  range  of  loblolly  pine  in  Oklcihoma  will  not  be 

acccxrplished. 

75.  Dniv.  of  VA    Research  conducted  as  part  of  the  vegetation/ecosystem 

modeling  and  analysis  project  with  the  University  of 
Sheffield  (Engleuid)  will  not  be  accomplished. 

76.  Oak  Ridge  Leibs  An  integrated  assessment  of  multiple  stress  impacts  will  not 

be  funded.   This  assessment  would  have  provided  a  basis  for 
comparing  biotic  amd  etbiotic  stress  impacts.   The  entire 
southern  forestry  community  including  the  Forest  Service, 
forest  industry,  and  private  land  managers  will  not  have  the 
tools  they  need  to  improve  management  and  protect  resources 
against  anthropogenically- induced  stresses. 

77 .  Boyce  Thompson  This  study  would  have  integrated  five  years  of  results  from 

projects  funded  by  the  Southern  Global  Change  Project.  This 
integration  would  have  defined  the  relative  impact  of  ozone, 
C02,  insects  and  diseases  on  forest  resources  in  the  South. 

78.  NCSU  Study  of  influence  of  water  emd  nutrient  availability  on 

loblolly  pine  productivity  will  not  be  accomplished.   The 
cooperator  is  responsible  for  implementing  main  effect 
treatments  on  a  major  forest  productivity  study  site,  for 
monitoring  growth  at  the  stcuid  level,  developing  within  tree 
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water  relations  data  &  models,  photosynthesis  rates,  and 
management  and  analysis  of  this  data.   The  data  is  used  to 
scale  physiological  measurements  to  stand  level .   Loss  of 
this  cooperative  agreement  would  severely  compromise  our 
eUoility  to  meet  science  needs  for  maintaining  and   enhamcing 
forest  productivity.   Research  is  jointly  supported  on  the 
project  by  a  large  number  of  forest  industry  cooperators 
through  the  North  Carolina  State  Forest  Nutrition 
Cooperative.   Loss  of  these  funds  could  jeopardize  long-term 
relationships  with  these  cooperators  euid  jeopardize  support 
and  cooperation  with  the  N.  Carolina  State  Univ.  Forest 
Nutrition  Cooperative. 

79.  U.  of  Florida  Genetics  and  pathology  of  southern  pine  forest  ecosystems 
O.  of  Kentucky  research  conducted  by  various  university  graduate  support 
Columbia  O     will  not  be  accomplished. 

Miss.  State  O 
Louisiana  State 
John  Innes  Inst 

80.  VA  Tech        A  research  study  on  development  of  pallet  design  computer 

system  will  not  be  acconplished. 

81.  Undetermined   A  research  study  on  assessing  the  human  dimension  of  global 

change  in  the  South,  Phase  I  will  not  be  accomplished. 
(Cooperator  to  be  selected  by  competition.) 

82.  Undetermined   A  rural  development  research  study  will  not  be  conducted. 

Forest  Products  Laboratory  reductions 

83 .  Certified      Cancel  agreement  on  research  designed  to  assess  the  physical 
Laboratories   properties  of  small  logs  for  use  in  machine  stress  rated 

&  Manufactur.   lumber.   Camcelling  this  agreement  would  reduce  our 
Centers        capability  to  provide  value-added  uses  for  the  changing 

forest  resource  and  to  assist  rural  communities  to  adapt  to 

the  changing  resource. 

84 .  Univ  of  Camcel  cooperative  agreements  with  several  universities  on 
Michigein,  in^roved  use  of  wood  in  tremsportation  systems.  Cancelling 
U  of  Wyoming   these  agreements  discontinues  critical  research  that  is 

U  of  Nebraska  needed  to  help  rebuild  the  nation's  infrastructure  euid  will 
also  reduce  our  capeUsility  to  leverage  cui  additional  $1 
million  from  other  partners. 

85.  Eliminate  refocus  of  funds  that  formerly  went  to  West 
Virginia  University  for  support  of  the  timber  bridge 
initiative.   These  funds  were  planned  to  be  refocused  on 
research  that  supported  ecosystem  memagement  activities, 
such  as  providing  uses  for  thinnings  and   small  dieuneter 
material  that  would  be  removed  from  dense,  overstocked 
stands  in  the  West.   Elimination  of  these  refocused  funds 
reduces  our  capaUoility  to  assist  rural  communities  in 
adapting  and  using  the  changing  resource  and  in  keeping 
mills  operating. 
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86.  Clark  Atlanta  Failure  to  fvind  this  agreement  will  severely  damage  the 
University     working  relationship  between  Clark  Atlanta  University  and 

the  Forest  Products  Laboratory.   This  relationship  has  been 
built  up  over  the  past  four  years  as  a  way  to  help  create  a 
more  diverse  workforce  at  the  Forest  Products  Leiboratory  and 
within  the  Forest  Service.   A  memorandum  of  understcuiding 
was  signed  before  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  aund 
Congressmein  Lewis  of  Georgia  in  1993.   This  memorandum  forms 
the  basis  for  cooperative  agreements. 

87.  Reduce  Research  in  recycling.   This  substcuitially  reduces 
the  FY  1995  Congressional  initiative  for  developing  new 
technologies  for  use  of  recycled  wood  and  wastepaper  in 
housing.   Research  in  determining  and  characterizing  the 
structural  performcuice  of  composite  materials,  including 
wood-plastic  euid  wood-cement,  will  be  eliminated.   This 
information  is  critical  to  creating  performance  data  on  the 
physical  properties  of  recycled  materials.   By  eliminating 
this  research,  structural  materials  from  recycled  wood- based 
materials  will  not  gain  acceptamce  in  housing  steuidards  cuid 
will  not  be  used  in  housing  construction.   As  a  Nation,  we 
will  continue  to  rely  upon  use  of  virgin  wood -based 
materials  produced  from  our  Nation's  forests.   This 
perpetuates  current  wasteful  utilization  practices  by  not 
recycling  waste  wood  eind  wastepaper  to  its  utmost. 

International  Institute  of  Tropical  Forestry  reductions 

88 .  IBAHA  and      Reduce  planned  cooperative  research  to  be  conducted 
BMBRAFA  in     on  the  Tapajos  National  Forest  on  non-wood  Forest  products 
Brazil         and  analyses  of  timber  harvesting  effects  on  moist  tropical 

forests.   This  research  will  continue  but  not  at  the  planned 
level  ouid  will  iitpede  the  development  of  the  Tapajos  Forest 
pleui  to  reduce  the  rate  of  deforestation. 

89 .  Florida  State  Reduce  funding  for  a  continuing  cooperative  agreement 
University     for  research  and  data  collection  on  forest  use  in  Brazil. 

This  research  will  continue  but  not  at  the  plemned  level. 
This  research  is  part  of  the  pleui  to  reduce  tropical 
deforestation  and  will  result  in  slowing  the  development  of 
the  pleui. 

Washington  Office 


90 .  Undetermined   Eliminate  salary  savings  of  Washington  Office  which  would 
normally  be  distributed  to  the  Stations  for  mid-year 
shortfalls  or  unanticipated  emergencies. 

182.     Question:  vniat  is  being  done  to  improve  the  collciboration  between 

scientists  eund  land  managers?  How  do  you  assure  that  the  standard  for 
information  is  appropriate  for  management  purposes  versus  a  scientific 
study? 
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Answer :  In  "The  Forest  Service  Ethics  and  Course  to  the  Future",  the 
Chief  commits  the  agency  to  using  appropriate  scientific  information 
in  decision  making  and  expanding  collaboration  between  scientists  auid 
managers.   A  National  roundtable  was  held  in  January  1994  to  discuss 
how  to  implement  the  Chiefs'  direction,  and  the  proceedings  of  the 
roundtable  have  been  published  amd  distributed  to  all  line  officers, 
technical  specialists,  and  researchers.   In  the  collaiborative  process 
involving  managers  and  scientists,  the  standards  for  the  type  of 
information  required  are  dictated  by  the  situation.   In  all  instances, 
scientists  are  asked  to  clearly  distinguish  between  information  based 
on  hard  data  and  information  based  on  professional  judgement  where 
data  are  lacking.    Further  more  scientists  are  asked  to  clearly 
define  the  quality  of  data  from  which  information  is  derived.   For 
critical,  policy  situations,  that  are  likely  to  be  challenged  by 
appeals  or  litigation,  technical  information  is  subjected  to 
extensive,  critical  peer  review. 

Question:  What  are  the  methods  by  which  current  research  results  are 
disseminated  to  all  of  the  various  public  and   private  interests  who 
memage  forest  leinds,  and  is  the  information  effectively  reaching  all 
of  these  interests  who  could  benefit  from  this  research? 

Answer:  Disseminating  current  research  to  our  various  publics  employs 
a  broad  spectrum  of  approaches  which  are  honed  to  most  efficiently 
meet  the  public  or  private  sector  involved.   High  quality,  peer 
reviewed  literature  remains  the  foundation  for  documenting 
scientifically  sound  research  results.   However,  this  necessary 
foundation  often  does  not  result  in  the  information  efficiently 
reaching  the  forest  mainagers  and  other  end  users  we  dedicate  our 
research  to  helping.   For  example,  to  enhance  communications  with 
natural  resource  mamagers  and  other  publics  we  work  side  by  side  with 
them  in  field  applications  of  our  research;  we  participate  with  them 
in  classroom  and  other  learning  laiboratory  opportunities  such  as 
teaching  fire  management  at  the  National  Advcuiced  Resource  Technology 
Center;   and  we  develop  end  user  applications  of  our  research  such  as 
computer  models  for  land  management  decisions  and  hauid  held  calculator 
computations  for  fire  spread  cind  effects.   Following  is  a  more 
comprehensive  list  of  our  methods  of  dissemination: 

Scientists  publish  scientific  suid  technical  information  in  various 
outlets  that  are  available  to  all  users.   The  outlets  include 
scientific  journals,  experiment  station  publications,  symposium 
proceedings,  popular  journals,  and  magazines,  cind  personal  letters. 
To  ensure  that  our  information  is  distributed  to  potential  users 
Stations  maintain  mailing  lists,  and  use  these  to  notify  interested 
individuals  or  organizations  of  all  new  publications. 

Participation  in  symposia  and  other  forms  of  meetings  at  which 
practitioners  are  present. 

Conducting  amd  participating  in  specific  training  sessions  and 
workshops  to  present  and  explain  new  research  findings  and  technology, 
generally  at  the  local  level. 
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One-on-one  site  visits  euid  exchanges  between  scientists  and 
practitioners . 

Videos,  computer  models,  slide  sets  cuid  other  visual  media. 

Through  short  term  assignments  Forest  Research  scientists  to  specific 
projects,  to  expedite  the  transfer  of  knowledge  and  technology. 

Installation  and  maintenance  of  demonstration  areas  that  show  the 
public  cind  Icund  manager  how  new  technologry  and  information  can  be 
applied  cuid  what  it  accomplishes. 

Additionally,  Forest  Service  specialists  cooperate  in  transmission  of 
new  information  suid  technology  to  on - the - ground  practicing  forest 
mouiagers  euid  users.   These  include  specialists  in  State  and  Private 
orgeuiizations  (e.g.  Forest  Health  Meuiagement,  Cooperative  Forestry, 
and  Fire  Management  Staffs) .   It  also  includes  technical  specialists 
at  Regional  cUid  Forest  Supervisor  offices  who  help  to  ensure 
inplementation  of  new  knowledge  and  technology 

Organizations  outside  the  Forest  Service  also  help  to  disseminate  new 
information  and   technology.   These  include  specialists  in  State 
Forestry  orgeuiizations,  universities,  and  State  Extension  Services. 

We  believe  that  our  dissemination  processes  are  adequate  in  reaching 
interested  individuals  and  organization.   Other  limitations,  however, 
often  slow  or  deter  implementation  of  new  information  and  technology. 
These  limitations  include  budgets,  conflicting  regulations  and  laws, 
amd  public  opinions. 

184.     Question:  What  are  the  1995  ctnd  1996  amounts  for  extraimural  research, 
and  how  is  that  allocated  between  new,  competing  grants  versus 
non-conpeting,  continuation  grants?  How  does  this  meet  research 
objectives  more  efficiently  than   in-house  research? 

Answer :  We  do  not  normally  propose  a  specific  eunount  for  extramural 
funding  in  the  President's  estimate.   In  FY  1994  we  provided 
$21,524,000  for  extreunural  funding,  emd  we  estimate  a  similar  level  of 
funding  would  be  provided  in  FY  1995  cuid  FY  1996  depending  on  the  FY 
1995  rescission  auid  FY  1996  appropriation.   Extramural  funds  are 
allocated  by  Experiment  Station  based  on  specific  program  needs. 
Continuation  grants  are  provided  only  in  those  cases  where  high 
quality  progress  has  been  made  on  the  project  and  the  research  is  of  a 
long-term  nature.   We  do  not  have  a  breaJtdown  of  our  extramural 
research  funds  by  the  categories  you  ask  for  at  this  time.   We  would 
need  to  contact  our  field  units  to  obtain  such  information. 

We  fund  extramural  research  to  help  acconplish  our  mission  and  goals 
in  the  most  efficient  manner.   In  general  the  extramural  research  work 
complements  our  in-house  program.   It  is  used  primarily  where  we  do 
not  have  the  in-house  research  specialist  capabilities  that  are  needed 
for  specific  projects.   Hemy  of  the  extramural  projects  are  short-term 
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in  nature,  therefore  it  would  not  be  efficient  to  employ  full-time 
employees . 

185.  Queetion :  Based  upon  the  response  to  the  previous  cpaestion,  what  would 
be  the  impact  of  a  50%  reduction  in  extr2unural  grants? 

Answer:   A  50%  reduction  in  extramural  gr2uits  would  have  a  devastating 
effect  on  Forest  Service  Research's  ability  to  respond  to 
Congressional  and  customer  needs  in  a  timely  and  efficient  manner. 
Loss  of  flexibility  in  any  part  of  our  program  will  result  in  severely 
reduced  program  delivery  capeUjility.   As  our  internal  scientific 
resources  have  been  downsized,  euid  remain  scheduled  for  additional 
downsizing,  extramural  grants  auid  agreements  have  become  an 
increasingly  critical  component  of  program  delivery. 

Research  relies  heavily  on  partnerships  and  cooperative  relationships 
to  help  accooplish  our  mission.   Research  has  reduced  its  scientific 
auid  technical  work  force  in  recent  years  in  order  to  maintain 
operational  funding  to  support  priority  research  and  provide  the 
high-tech  equipment  and  facilities  needed  for  today's  scientific 
studies.   Cooperative  grants  euid  agreements  are  primarily  used  to 
supplement  and  acquire  the  scientific  expertise  that  we  do  not  have  in 
house  or  are  unable  to  permanently  maintain.   In  addition,  these 
partnerships  help  us  cooplete  interdisciplinary  research  teams,  that 
allow  us  to  more  cooipletely  address  the  complex  environmental  and 
socioeconomic  problems  related  to  sustainable  forestry.   A  50% 
reduction  in  extreumiral  grants  will  severely  cripple  the  partnerships 
we  have  established  smd  eliminate  some  of  the  long  term  science  that 
is  needed  for  natural  resource  management . 

186.  Question:  Has  Forest  Research  produced  any  research  on  the  most 
efficient  method  of  improving  Forest  health,  such  as  through  salvage 
sales,  prescribed  bums,  etc.? 

Answer :   Forest  Service  Research  has  a  history  of  developing  the 
technology  and  guidelines  needed  by  managers  to  ioprove  and  sustain 
healthy  productive  forests.   In  fact,  just  about  every  Forest  Service 
Research  activity  contributes  in  some  way  to  the  inprovement  of  forest 
health  conditions.   For  example.  Forest  Service  research  scientists 
have  developed:   guides  for  the  use  of  prescribed  fire  to  decrease  the 
potential  for  catastrophic  wild  fires;  a  better  understanding  of  the 
effects  of  insects  and   diseases  on  forest  health  aind  how  forest 
conditions  result  in  pest  problems;  silvicultural  treatments  to 
regulate  the  composition  of  forest  vegetation,  manage  forest  pests, 
and  enhance  tree  vigor;  methods  to  restore  plant  communities; 
technologies  for  thinning  and  harvesting  forests  with  minimum  impact 
on  the  land;  methods  to  increase  product  yield  to  reduce  wastes;  and  a 
systematic  program  to  monitor  the  health  of  the  Nation's  forested 
ecosystems . 

Forest  Service  Research  has  pioneered  prescribed  burning  technology, 
and  has  been  central  to  providing  the  scientific  basis  for  determining 
the  projected  outcome  from  bums.   Knowledge  requested  by  users 
through  the  last  several  years  has  ranged  from  the  impact  of 
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prescribed  fire  ten^eratures  on  forest  soils  and  long  term 
productivity  to  quemtified  description  of  the  generation  and  content 
of  smoke  as  it  relates  to  trcuisportation  systems,  air  quality,  cuid 
fire  fighter  health.   As  memagers  move  into  higher  risk  bum 
situations  inherent  in  forests  with  poor  health  smd  large  fuel 
accumulations,  colleiboration  between  Forest  Service  fire  researchers 
and  prescribed  burning  managers  is  going  to  be  increasingly  critical. 
As  mentioned  in  response  to  Question  182  eUsove,  while  this 
collaboration  has  been  healthy  through  the  years  cuid  is  increasingly 
required,  impacts  of  proposed  budget  reductions  will  include  decreases 
in  this  critical  area  of  collaboration  and  technology  application. 

187.  Question:  What  major  trends  have  been  identified  by  the  forest  health 
monitoring  progreun? 

Answer :  Four  importemt  trends  have  been  identified  by  the  Forest 
Health  Monitoring  Program  (FHM)  even  though  only  about  1/3  of  the 
nation's  forests  are  currently  being  monitored.   First,  in  the  forest 
areas  being  monitored,  there  continues  to  be  no  evidence  of 
regional -scale  declines  in  forest  ecosystem  health.   Second,  native 
and  introduced  forest  insects  euid  diseases  continue  to  damage 
important  tree  species  such  as  American  beech,  ash,  elm,  hemlock,  oak, 
southern  pines.   Third,  sugar  maple  health  conditions  continue  to 
improve.   Fourth,  a  shift  in  relative  stocking  of  important  tree 
species  in  some  areas  has  forest  health  implications  which  need 
further  evaluation. 

188.  Question:  How  much  funding  is  needed  to  maintain  the  current  ecosystem 
greuit  projects  in  1996,  and  how  importeint  is  this  effort? 

Answer:   The  President's  FY  1996  Budget  provides  the  $6,700,000  needed 
to  continue  the  large-scale  ecosystem  research  studies  initiated  in  FY 
1994  through  a  competitive  funding  process.   EstcUslished  on  major 
forest  cind  grasslcuid  ecosystems  across  the  United  States  and  Puerto 
Rico,  these  studies  are  providing  scientific  and  technical  information 
critical  to  improving  forest  health  euid  sustaining  forest  productivity 
for  wood  fiber,  water,  forage  and  other  benefits  auid  values  on  public 
and  private  lands.   Continuation  of  these  studies  is  extremely 
importeuit  to  the  solution  of  meuiy  land  use  cuid  management  issues  that 
must  be  resolved  at  the  landscape  level  and  over  long  periods  of  time. 

189.  Question:  How  would  the  1996  increase  for  ecosystem  grants  be  used? 

Answer :   The  increase  of  $866,000  provided  in  the  President's  Budget 
will  be  allocated  on  a  ccxnpetitive  basis  to  expeuid  existing  studies 
and  initiate  new  large-scale  projects  including  research  on  the 
sustaincible  development  of  production  forests  on  both  public  and 
private  lands . 

190.  Question:  How  much  funding  is  budgeted  for  the  Forest  Inventory  and 
Analysis  Cycle  in  1994  -  1996? 
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Anawer :  Funding  for  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  Research,  contained 
in  the  Forest  Resources  &  Management  Research  (National  Problems) 
budget  line  item  of  Forest  Research  is  as  follows: 

FY1994        FY1995        FY1996 

million  dollars  

FY  95  new  budget  structure         $17.0       $17.0        $17.1 

The  new  budget  structure  approved  in  FY  1995  recjuired  an  accounting 
adjustment  to  more  accurately  reflect  administrative  charges  to  FIA 
and  other  National  Problems  as  benefitting  functions. 

Question:  The  Committee  understands  that  the  1996  request  would 
lengthen  the  inventory  cycle  to  11+  years.   VHiat  is  the  impact  of 
lengthening  the  inventory  cycle? 

Answer :  Level  funding  and  increasing  costs  over  the  past  4  years  have 
resulted  in  lengthening  the  National  average  survey  cycle  from  a  10 
year  to  a  more  thaui  11  year  cycle.   The  shorter  the  inventory  cycle 
the  greater  is  the  reliability  of  the  data.   The  data  which  are  used 
to  make  resource  policy  decisions  have  greater  uncertainty  in  an  11 
year  cycle  than  in  a  10  year  cycle.   Greater  uncertainty  in  policy 
development  cam  lead  to  unsound  resource  management  and  investment 
decisions . 

Question:  How  much  additional  funding  would  be  needed  in  1996  to 
maintain  the  10  year  inventory  cycle? 

Answer :  An  additional  $2.5  million  would  be  required  to  attain  a  10 
year  cycle  nationally. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  of  combining  all  Research  funding 
into  a  single  line  item? 

Answer:  Consolidation  of  the  Forest  Research  budget  line  items  would 
give  us  the  capsUjility  and  flexibility  to  better  accomplish  our 
mission.   Administrative  efficiencies  would  be  gained  in  budget 
preparation.   Program  effectiveness  would  be  strengthened  through 
support  of  integrated,  multi -disciplinary  science  necessary  for 
solving  conplex  natural  resource  management  problems.   Consolidation 
would  also  allow  Research  to  address  USDA,  OMB  and  Congressional 
concerns  regarding  unnecessary  complexity  in  the  current  Research 
budget  structure . 

The  present  line  item  structure  imposes  an  artificial  structure  that 
evokes  misundersteuiding  of  how  funds  support  integrated  research 
activity.   This  artificial  structure  requires  significant 
administrative  time  for  interepreting  amd  displaying  the  budget. 
Additionally,  our  customers  are  having  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
understauiding  what  we  are  doing  with  our  funding  because  they  cannot 
easily  track  the  research  relative  to  their  needs  by  the  current  line 
items.   A  single  line  item  will  allow  us  to  more  effectively  manage, 
differentiate,  display,  and  accurately  meet  the  benefitting  function 
of  the  Forest  Research  program.   Significant  gains  will  be  provided  in 
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curtailing  administrative  time  currently  required  for  interpretation 
of  the  budget  by  multiple  line  items. 

Additionally,  a  single  line  item  will  provide  on-the-ground  scientists 
with  a  more  effective  and  flexible  budget  structure,  allowing  them  to 
implement  integrated/inter-disciplinary  research  to  support  natural 
resources  management.   It  will  provide  Research  the  opportunity  to 
more  clearly  describe  the  Research  program  by  components  that  are 
understandable,  thereby  enhancing  accountability  of  the  progreun.   Our 
overriding  objective  is  to  instill  a  higher  level  of  trust  by  Congress 
cuid  the  public  by  better  communicating  how  federal  monies  are  spent 
amd  benefits  obtained. 

194.     Question:  What  sort  of  accountability  and  outcome  measures  could  be 
provided  to  the  Committee  if  Research  were  to  be  funded  through  a 
single  line  item? 

Answer:  Under  a  single  line  item  Research  will  continue  to  provide 
information  in  the  Forest  Service  Budget  Explanatory  Notes  emd  the 
informal  State  Briefing  Papers  necessary  for  Congressional  oversight 
of  proposed  programs,  needs  and  accon^lishments .   However,  it  would  be 
described  as  an  integrated  program  without  cross-referencing  to 
multiple  line  items.   At  present,  this  causes  much  confusion  eunong 
readers  of  the  Explsuiatory  notes. 

Forest  Service  Research  is  presently  developing  and  pilot  testing  a 
Research  Budget  auid  Attainment  Information  System  (RBAIS) .   This 
database  is  designed  to  track  purposes,  funding  and  attainment 
relative  to  our  appropriations.   This  dateU}ase  will  allow  us  to 
provide  funding  and  accomplishment  information  as  needed. 

The  State  Briefing  Papers  will  provide  funding  level  information  by 
State,  city,  and  Research  Work  Unit  (RWU)  title.   Generally,  questions 
received  are  not  posed  relative  to  line  items,  but  are  usually  related 
to  what  the  RWU' s  are  doing  or  what  research  issues  are  needed  in  the 
area  the  RWU  is  located.   A  single  line  item  will  not  cheuige  how  the 
data  are  shown  on  the  State  Briefing  Papers,  but  will  make  the  budget 
information  more  understandable  and  easier  to  display. 

Additional  accounteJjility  information  will  be  provided.   Research 
collects  and  maintains  funding  data  in  mauiy  ways  euid  on  numerous 
issues  and   categories.    For  example,    due  to  cross -cutting  requests 
from  the  Department,  we  maintain  records  of  funding  in  biotechnology, 
biodiversity,  global  change.  National  Science  and  Technology  Council 
committees  and  other  areas.   Research  funding  for  key  species,  such  as 
Red-cockaded  Woodpecker,  Spotted  Owl,  Pacific  yew  (Taxol)  and  others, 
is  accounted  for  and  tracked.   The  RBAIS  mentioned  above  will  allow  us 
to  provide  funding  information  in  many  different  ways.   Under  the 
proposed  single  line  item,  we  will  be  able  to  provide  the  information 
in  a  more  understandable  and  accountable  form. 

In  summary.  Research  will  improve  clarity  in  accounting  for  the  funds 
appropriated  by  Congress  for  forest  and  rangeland  research  and  will 
ensure  Congressional  intent  is  fulfilled.   Budget  planning  and 
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allocations  will  more  accurately  reflect  integrated,  priority  research 
on  the  ground.   The  needed  change  to  one  line  item  will  enhance 
effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  research  through  increased  budget 
flexibility,  thereby  allowing  aggregation  of  resources  to  get  the  job 
done.   A  corporate  approach  to  program  inplementation  can  be 
strengthened  and  better  customer  service  provided. 

Question :  The  House  Budget  Committee  recently  recommended  the 
elimination  of  ecosystem  research,  and  a  50%  reduction  in  forest 
resources  and  meinagement  research,  but  fully  funds  recycling  and  wood 
uses.   What  would  be  the  impact  of  these  cuts  were  adopted  in  1996? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  Research  progreun  is  highly  integrated  at 
the  field  level  to  effectively  provide  scientific  auid  technical 
information  essential  for  managing  the  Nation's  natural  resources. 
The  Committee  recommendation  equates  to  an  overall  reduction  of  24%  in 
Forest  Research  funding  and  would  severely  impact  our  effort .   From 
our  perspective  it  must  be  viewed  as  impacting  the  whole  research 
program,  not  just  the  research  proposed  under  the  forest  resources  and 
management  research  amd  ecosystems  research  line  items. 

A  reduction  of  this  magnitude  would  recjuire  reductions -in -force  (RIF) , 
location  closures,  and  substantially  reduce  our  capaibility  to 
cooperate  with  universities  and  other  partners.   Local  economies  will 
be  immediately  impacted.   Ultimately  the  reduction  will  severely 
diminish  our  capability  to  provide  information  vital  to  supporting 
economic  pustainability  of  the  Nation  while  protecting  our  environment 
for  present  and  future  generations. 

The  three -Budget  Line  Item  structure  established  for  Forest  Research 
by  Congress  in  FY  1995  and  used  to  propose  our  FY  1996  estimate,  does 
not  adequately  reflect  our  integrated  research  progrsun.   The  central 
point  is  that  funding  displayed  under  the  Ecosystems  Research  and 
Forest  Resources  and  Management  Research  BLIs  is  combined  with  funding 
under  our  Research  Foundation  Progrcun  BLI  at  the  field  level  to 
produce  the  most  effective  eind  responsive  research  output  possible. 
The  research  programs  displayed  under  these  two  BLIs  are  designated  as 
research  focused  on  a  specific  problem  of  current  and  critical 
importcince  to  the  Nation.   This  does  not  mean  that  they  are  short  term 
projects  cuid  therefore  of  lowest  priority  to  the  overall  research 
progreun  including  projects  under  the  Research  Foundation  Progrsun  BLI. 
In  contrast,  many  valuable  long-term  projects  which  provided  the  base 
data  for  these  critical  problems  were  originally  established  under  the 
Foundation  Program.   They  are  now  displayed  as  being  funded  under  the 
Forest  Resources  and  Mcuiagement  Research  BLI.   Similary,  the 
large-scale  studies  established  under  the  Ecosystems  Research  BLI  are 
linked  closely  to  many  projects  under  the  other  two  BLIs. 

Therefore,  reductions  targeted  for  any  one  of  the  three  BLIs  will 
impact  virtually  every  field  research  unit  in  the  Forest  Research 
progreun.   In  order  for  us  to  effectively  meinage  any  reductions,  we 
need  the  flexibility  to  review  our  entire  program,  make  adjustments  to 
increase  our  efficiencies,  and  assign  research  priorities  relative  to 
the  needs  of  the  Nation. 
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with  this  in  mind,  reducing  fiinding  as  proposed  by  the  Committee  would 
intact  the  Forest  Research  progrcun  as  follows: 

1.  ECOSYSTEM  INVENTORY  AND  MONITORING 

Forest  Inventory  and   Analysis  (PIA) 

The  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  (FIA)  progreun  is  contained  in  the 
FOREST  RESOURCES  &  MANAGEMENT  RESEARCH  line  item  for  the  FY96  Forest 
Service  Research  budget.   This  program  has  been  in  continuous 
existence  since  mandated  by  Congress  over  60  years  ago  and  provides 
the  most  comprehensive  inventory  data  available  across  all  ownerships 
for  forest  land  in  the  United  States.   Both  public  auid  private  sectors 
of  the  forestry  community  demand  and  depend  on  FIA  findings  of  the 
status,  trends,  and  use  of  the  nation's  forests.   Timely  information 
from  over  400,000  permanent  field  sample  locations  maintained  by  this 
progrcun  is  essential  in  guiding  resource  management  and  investment 
decisions  that  affect  the  environmental  quality  and  the  economic 
strength  of  the  United  States.   The  current  national  cycle  is  about  11 
years . 

As  a  result  of  this  reduction,  all  development  work  on  new  technology 
to  improve  forest  inventories  would  be  terminated  along  with  all 
forest  industry  studies  and  technical  assistance  to  cooperators.   The 
primary  function  of  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis,  maintaining 
Congressional ly  mandated  comprehensive  inventory  of  the  condition  and 
trends  of  forest  land  in  the  U.S.,  would  continue.  However,  the 
national  cycle  would  increase  to  cibout  15  years  and  the  quality  of  the 
information  would  be  significantly  reduced.   Five-year  interim  updates 
of  the  forest  situation  of  the  United  States  would  be  terminated. 

Forest  Health  Monitoring 

The  Forest  Health  Monitoring  program  would  be  terminated.   The 
commitments  made  to  the  16  eastern  state  forestry  agencies  for 
cooperative  data  collection  euid  reporting  would  not  be  honored.   The 
just  completed  euid  available  baseline  data  for  the  western  component 
of  the  program  would  not  be  achieved  or  quality  assured.   No  analysis 
or  reporting  of  this  data  or  any  of  the  new  1995  data  from  the  eastern 
states  would  occur. 

2.  GLOBAL  CHANGE 

Changes  in  forest  soil,  water,  air,  cmd  nutrient  cycling  conditions 
cause  multiple  stresses  affecting  forest  productivity  ctnd  health.  The 
impacts  of  these  changes  are  complex,  develop  over  long  time  periods, 
are  difficult  for  managers  to  identify  euid  measure,  and  complicate 
risk  assessments  for  policy  makers.   Resulting  alterations  in  the  mix 
of  tree  species,  in  the  productivity  of  forest  lands,  and  in  the 
health  of  existing  forests,  have  substcintial  impacts  on  commercial  eUid 
aesthetic  values  of  forests.   In  the  South,  the  forest  industry 
depends  on  healthy  pine  forests  for  the  supply  of  raw  material  used  in 
the  manufacture  of  products  consumed  throughout  the  country.   Because 
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of  the  large  volumes  of  material  utilized,  even  seemingly  small 
changes  in  growth  due  to  multiple  environmental  stresses  must  be 
amticipated  in  order  to  avoid  disruptions  in  timber  supplies  and  large 
price  increases  that  would  be  passed  on  to  the  public.   In  the  West, 
environmental  changes  and  variability  in  weather  patterns  help  create 
well  documented  forest  health  problems  cuid  increasingly  dangerous 
conditions  for  firefighters  combating  the  resultant  catastrophic 
fires.   In  the  Northeast  and  Lake  States,  high  population  density 
combines  with  air  pollution  and  other  stresses  to  cause  fundaunental 
chcuiges  in  the  way  ecosystems  function.   Through  research,  long-term 
observational  studies,  auid  integrated  models.  Forest  Service 
scientists  and  cooperators  in  universities  amd  other  institutions  are 
seeking  to  understauid  the  ongoing  chainges  in  forests  as  they  respond 
to  environmental  stress,  and  the  implications  of  these  changes  on 
forests . 

The  increase  in  carbon  in  the  atmosphere  is  well  documented.   National 
and  international  bodies  have  moved  to  decrease  emissions  of  carbon 
dioxide  auid  other  "greenhouse  gases."   Forest  Service  global  change 
research  also  explores  the  role  trees  play  in  sequestering  carbon, 
thereby  removing  it  from  the  atmosphere.   Results  from  the  U.S.  Carbon 
Budget  Model  have  influenced  national  decisions  regarding  the  effects 
of  alternative  policies  for  off-setting  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
through  forestry,  rather  than  through  costly  regulations  on  industrial 
smd  automobile  emissions.   Trees  also  act  as  natural  filters  for 
chemical  pollutants  transported  from  the  atmosphere  to  the  ground  by 
rainwater.   Trees  and  other  vegetation  planted  around  water  bodies 
such  as  the  Cheasapeake  Bay,  help  protect  the  bay  from  conteunination, 
and  offset  the  need  for  pollution  regulations. 

The  House  Budget  Committee's  proposed  reduction  would  have  extremely 
negative  impacts  on  research,  conducted  throughout  the  Forest  Service 
cuid  by  cooperators,  that  observes,  explains  euid  models  how  these 
complex  responses  to  multiple  stresses  are  impacting  forest 
productivity  amd  health.   We  operate  a  highly  competitive,  peer- review 
process  for  allocating  research  funds  eunong  Forest  Service, 
university,  eind  other  federal  scientists.   We  depend  on  strong 
partnerships  to  build  the  interdisciplinary  teams  needed  to  address 
complex  management  issues.   Specifically,  the  proposed  cut  in  funding 
will  cause  termination  of  many  ongoing  research  studies  that  help  us 
manage  ecosystems  in  an  adaptive  way  to  ensure  a  steady  flow  of  goods 
and  services  from  public  and  private  forests.   The  proposed  decrease 
in  funding  would  impact  federal  and  non- federal  scientists  conducting 
research  on  the  following  major  forest  systems:  southern  pine  forests, 
spruce -fir  forests  in  the  Northeast,  mixed  hardwood  cuid  softwood 
forests  in  the  Lake  States,  and  Douglas  fir  and  ponderosa  pine  forests 
in  the  West.   Of  the  60  Forest  Service  Research  Work  Units  receiving 
funding  in  this  area  of  research,  1/3  would  be  hit  with  sufficient 
funding  losses  to  cause  reductions -in- force  (RIFs)  .   Reductions  in 
funding  to  university  cooperators  (reducing  future  cooperative  efforts 
up  to  50  %)  would  have  equal  or  greater  impacts  on  faculty  and 
students,  significantly  reducing  forestry  ejqjertise  for  future  forest 
management .   United  States  forestry  research  would  suffer  a 
disproportionate  loss  of  plant  physiology  and  modeling  expertise 
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needed  to  face  future  challenges  to  forest  productivity  and  health. 
Several  long-term  research  sites  that  provide  valuable  information  on 
the  effects  of  environmental  change  on  forest  processes  would  be 
closed. 

3.   HUMAN  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCE  INTERACTIONS 

Enhancing  Rural  America 

Rural  communities  are  critical  to  the  Americeui  economy  eind  to  Americcin 
culture.   Natural  resource  based  enterprises  are  major  en^jloyers  in 
rural  America  and  xnany   communities  depend  on  these  industries  for 
economic  livelihood.   For  many  reasons  rural  America  faced  many 
difficulties  during  the  1980' s  and  communities  dependent  on 
forest -based  enterprises  were  the  hardest  hit.   Significeuit  strides 
have  been  made  to  revitalize  those  communities  by  helping  them  help 
themselves  through  diversification  of  their  economies.   Research 
designed  to  enhance  and  diversity  the  economy  of  natural  resource 
dependent  communities  in  rural  America  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
Forest  Service's  euid  USDA' s  rural  development  programs. 

A  reduction  in  funding  will  severely  limit  research  that  provide 
knowledge  and  technologies  needed  by  rural  communities  in  their 
atten^ts  to  stabilize  euid  diversify  their  economies.   Among  the 
impacts  will  be  research  to  provide  technology  for  using  local  timber 
species,  particularly  those  species  that  are  at  risk  from  wildfire  and 
or  disease.   Research  directed  to  the  use  of  wood  for  bridges,  guard 
rails,  barriers,  and  other  " infra- strurcture"  related  applications 
will  be  eliminated.  This  will  greatly  reduce  our  capeJsility  of 
interacting  with  local  communitis.  States,  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  on  rebuilding  the  Nation's  transportation 
infrastructure.   In  the  west,  information  on  use  of  dead  or  dying 
material  will  not  be  studied,  and  thus  use  of  salvageable  resources 
will  be  hcunpered.   Loss  of  this  information  and  technologies  will 
have  cui  immediate  effect  on  both  jobs  and  local  economies,  but  the 
lack  of  physical  infra- structure  will  hanger  community's  attenpts  at 
longer  term  revitalization. 

Rural  lifestyles,  resource  availeUsility,  and  public  resource 
management  policies  are  closely  linked.   Research  directed  to 
understcuiding  these  relationships  and  how  to  adapt  to  changes  in  any 
of  the  factors  will  be  foregone.   Development  of  new  sociological  and 
economic  tools  for  coping  with  these  changes  would  also  be 
eliminated.   Many  communities  have  taken  steps  to  address  these 
problems,  but  small  size  and  ineibility  to  muster  research  resources 
limits  their  ability  to  adjust  to  these  chcuiges  cuid  make  effective  use 
of  new  opportunities. 

Human  Dimensions  of  Natural  Resource  Use 

This  research  evaluates  economic  and  social  tradeoffs  of  alternative 
land  management  options.  Much  of  the  basic  information  and  analysis 
is  developed  and  used  for  the  RPA  Assessment  updates  required  by  law. 
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Traditionally,  most  natural  resource  issues  have  been  cast  as 
biological  or  physical  problems.   However,  as  population  pressures  and 
resulting  economic  development  needs  impact  natural  resource  use 
options,  there  is  a  critical  need  to  better  understand  human  value 
impacts,  attitudes  and  preferences,  as  well  as  economic  options. 

Much  of  this  research  has  previously  been  conducted  at  part  of  what  is 
now  termed  "Foundation  Research, "  and  was  identified  as  renewable 
resources  economics  research,  euid  recreation  research- -including 
selected  research  on  wilderness.   And,  many  of  the  field  units  now 
grouped  under  the  "Humaui  Dimensions  Research"  have  had,  and  continue 
to  have  responsibility  for  developing  basic  information  needed  for  the 
legislatively  required  RPA  Assessment  update  reports. 

This  reduction  would  result:  in  termination  of  all  Human-Dimension 
Research  and  discontinuation  of  almost  all  international  trade 
economics  research,  and  research  on  timber  demand  and  market 
analysis.   Similarly,  development  and  analysis  of  recreation  and 
wilderness  demand  trends  would  be  highly  speculative.   This  almost 
total  lack  of  research  capability  in  vital  economic  emd  recreation 
subject  areas  would  bring  into  question  the  agency's  ability  to 
continue  legislated  RPA  Assessment  updates.    Scientific  expertise  and 
knowledge  would  be  void  in  many  topics  vital  to  natural  resource 
management.   The  agency's  ability  to  resolve  conflicts  related  to 
multiple  resource  use  would  be  greatly  reduced- -especially  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  euid  Pacific  Southwest,  where  urbem/wildland 
interface  problems  are  expected  to  intensify  with  continued  increases 
in  populations  cuid  economic  development  needs. 

4.   THREATENED,  ENDANGERED,  AMD  SENSITIVE  SPECIES 

Research  on  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  (TES)  species 
provides  the  technical  information  required  by  the  Forest  Service  to 
cooply  with  the  National  Forest  Meuiagement  Act  (NFMA) ,  the  Endemgered 
Species  Act  (BSA) ,  and   the  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) .   The 
protection  auid  recovery  of  TBS  species  is  also  central  to  both  the 
President's  Forest  Plan  and  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Lfuid 
Management  (BLM)  strategy  to  restore  watersheds  supporting  stocks  of 
emadromous  salmonids  (PacFish) .   Currently,  the  lack  of  information  on 
TES  species  represents  a  serious  constraint  to  National  Forest  System 
(NFS)  capital  investment  and  commodity  production  programs.   The  goal 
of  TES  research  is  not  only  to  recover  threatened  suid  endangered 
species,  but  more  inportantly  to  provide  managers  the  information 
needed  to  develop  conservation  plane  that  will  remove  or  avoid  the 
threat  to  species  at  risk  and  make   federally  listing  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (BSA)  unnecessary.   Research  conducted  under 
the  TES  program  was  largely  responsible  for  developing  the  management 
options  for  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
for  providing  the  technical  information  required  by  Judge  Dwyer  to 
remove  the  injunction  on  timber  harvesting  in  the  Northwest.   There 
are  over  900  species  currently  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered, 
about  one -third  of  which  are  associated  with  National  Forests  and 
Grasslands.   The  Forest  Service  lists  an  additional  2,200  species  as 
"sensitive."   The  importemce  of  managing  TBS  habitats  on  National 
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Forests  and  Grasslands  is  reflected  by  a  32%  increase  in  funding  for 
TES  management  in  the  FY  199S  National  Forest  System  budget. 

If  funding  is  reduced,  TES  research  by  necessity  will  have  to  focus  on 
only  a  few  of  the  more  controversial  federally  listed  species  in  order 
to  comply  with  provisions  of  ESA  emd  NFMA.   We  will  not  be  able  to 
maintain  proactive  programs,  such  as  Habitat  Conservation  Assessments 
and  conservation  plans,  which  are  designed  as  alternatives  to  the 
restrictive  provisions  of  the  ESA.   Currently,  the  TES  research 
program  constitutes  60%  of  all  Forest  Service  wildlife  research. 
Reduced  funding  for  TES  research  will  seriously  impede  implementation 
of  both  the  President's  Forest  Plan  and  PacFish.  The  number  of  species 
federally  listed  as  endangered  or  threatened  will  continue  to 
increase.   Recent  gains  in  the  federal  courts  will  be  reversed.   There 
will  be  em  increase  in  appeals,  lawsuits,  auid  injunctions,  and 
commodity  production  will  be  constrained  aind  in  some  cases  halted. 

PRESIDENT'S  PLAN  FOR  THE  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST   (NFP) 

Impact  of  losing  all  of  the  funding  in  the  Ecosystems  Research  BLI. 
cind  a  portion  of  funding  in  the  Forest  Resources  and  Meuiagement 
Research  BLI . 

Terminate  demographic  studies  on  the  northern  spotted  owl  resulting  in 
no  scientific  conclusion  on  the  status  and  cause  of  possible  declines 
in  this  species  population. 

Terminate  assessments,  analyses,  cuid  scientific  input  to  adaptive 
mcinagement  areas . 

Terminate  ecosystem  restoration  research,  including  identification  of 
areas  in  most  need  cuid  scientifically  supported  strategies  for 
restoration  to  achieve  resource  sustainability . 

Terminate  representation  and   contributions  to  Regional  Ecosystem 
Office,  Research  and  Monitoring  Committee,  and  Office  of  Forestry  euid 
Economic  Development,  which  administer  inter-agency  implementation  of 
NFP. 

Reduce  research  on  watershed  analysis,  which  is  a  critical  first  step 
in  allowing  any  projects  to  be  approved  (e.g.,  timber  removals) . 

The  overall  impact  would  be  a  very  sizable  reduction  (55%)  of 
research's  contribution  to  the  NFP. 

100%  REDUCTION  OF  THE  ECOSYSTEMS  RESEARCH  BLI  (FRER)  ($10. CM) 

Background- -The  President's  FY  1996  Budget  provides  $10,000,000  for 
Ecosystems  Research.   This  proposed  budget  includes:   (1)  $5,912,000 
for  continuing  19  large-scale  studies  funded  competitively  through  the 
USDA  Forestry  Research  Initiative  in  FY  1994;  (2)  $1,674,000  for 
e^qiansion  these  studies  and  initiating  complementary  projects  and;  (3) 
$2,414,000  to  continue  Forest  Service  Research  support  of  the 
President's  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
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Importance- -The  19  large-scale  studies,  estjiblished  on  major  forest 
and  grassland  ecosystems  across  the  Dnited  States  «uid  Puerto  Rico, 
will  provide  scientific  and  technical  information  critical  to 
inqproving  forest  health  £md  sustaining  forest  productivity  for  wood 
fiber,  water,  food,  hsUoitat  2md  other  benefits  and  values  on  public 
and  private  lands.   These  studies  address  the  critical  forest  and 
range  science  information  needs  identified  in  the  1990  National 
Research  Council  Report,  "Forestry  Research:   A  Mandate  for  Change." 
Congress  recognized  the  value  of  this  work  by  esteiblishing  the 
Ecosystems  Research  Budget  Line  Item  in  FY  1994  and  appropriating 
$7,500,000  for  the  proposed  research.   Through  these  landscape  and 
larger- scale  studies,  research  is  developing  the  alternative 
management  systems  needed  to  meet  society's  demands  for  forest 
products  while  also  allowing  for  recreation,  improved  forest  health, 
protection  of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  other  resource  uses  auid  values. 
Continuation  of  these  studies  is  one  of  the  highest  priorities  within 
the  forestry  research  community  for  solving  the  land-use  suid 
m2magement  issues  that  we  face  today.   This  research  is  addressing 
many  of  the  resource  use  and  protection  issues  that  must  be  resolved 
at  the  larger  landscape  level  and  over  long  periods  of  time. 

Impact- -Total  elimination  of  appropriated  funds  for  ecosystems 
research  in  FY  1996  would  require  the  Forest  Service  to  terminate  19 
large-scale  studies  and  significantly  reduce  research  support  for 
implementation  of  the  President's  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
This  reduction  would  result  in  the  loss  of  a  two  year  Forest  Research 
investment  far  exceeding  the  appropriated  funding.   Also,  there  would 
be  the  loss  of  investment  by  our  partners  and   cooperators 
nation-wide.  All  of  the  studies  listed  below  are  large-scale  euid  have 
a  ccxnbination  of  federal  and  state  agency,  university,  forest 
industry,  and  non- governmental  organizations  as  partners.   These 
partners  have  already  made  significeuit  investments  of  funds  and 
in-kind  contributions- -research  sites  and  equipment,  treatment 
application,  data  collection  and  technical  support- -to  this  research. 

Intact- -Elimination  of  ecosystem  research  would  end  many  good  studies 
now  in  progress  to  meet  society' s  rapidly  evolving  concerns  and  needs 
for  forest  products  suid  other  forest  resources.   It  will  mean  the  loss 
of  an  interdisciplinary  research  effort  designed  to  produce  new 
technology  and  future  options  for  sustaining  forest  productivity  on 
all  lands  regardless  of  ownership. 

A  list  of  the  studies  that  would  be  terminated  follows. 

FOREST  SERVICK  RESEARCH 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAOEMEMT  RESEARCH  PROJECTS 

FY  1996  Large-Scale  Studies 

m-1:    Managing  New  England  Ecosystems  to  Restore  Atlantic  Salaon  Habitat, 
Amherst,  MA  ($350,000) 

HB-3:   Restoration  of  Mixed-Oak  Forests  in  Southern  Ohio,  Delaware,  OH  ($150,000) 

HC-1:    Assessing  lapacts  of  Disturbance  In  Central  Hardwood  Ecosystems, 
Columbia,  MO  ($400,000) 

NC-4:    Impacts  of  Sllvlcultural  Treatments  on  Biological  Diversity  In  Northern 
Hardwood  Ecosystems,  Rhinelander,  WI  ($325,000) 
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FPL-4:   Options  for  Wood  Utilization  Removed  Onder  Ecosyatea  Management  Regime, 
Madison,  WI  ($200,000) 

SB-1:    Southern  J^palachlan  Bcosystem  Management,  Asheville,  NC  ($400,000) 

SB-2:    Longleaf  Pine  Ecosystem  Restoration,  Auburn,  AL  ($100,000) 

SO-1:    Ouachita  Mountains  Bcosystem  Management  Research  Project,  Hot  Springs,  AR 
($400,000) 

SO-3:    Wetland  Hardwood  Forest  Bcosystem  Research  and  Management  Project, 
Stoneville,  MS  euid  Charleston,  SC   ($400,000) 

SO-4:    Developing  and  Implementing  Ecologically  Sensitive  and  Economically 

Feasible  Forest  Operations  -  The  Alabama  Consortium,  Auburn,  AL  ($250,000) 

IITF-1:  Luquillo  Riparian  Ecosystem  Management  Project,  Rio  Piedras,  PR  ($150,000) 

RM-1:    Watershed  Processes,  Riparian  Zone  Responses,  and  Biological  Diversity  of 
the  Rio  Grande  Basin,  Albuquerque,  NM  ($400,000) 

RH-3:    Front  Range  Ecosystem  Management  Research  Project,  Fort  Collins,  CO 
($100,000) 

RM-4:    Achieving  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Borderlands  of  the  Southwestern 
United  States  through  a  Coordinated  Research/Management  Partnership, 
Flagstaff,  AZ  ($400,000) 

INT-1:   Bitterroot  Valley  Landscape  Research  and  Management:   An  Interdisciplinary 
Project  Proposal  to  Enhance  Social  Values  in  an  Altered  Ecosystem, 
Missoula,  MT   ($400,000) 

INT-2:   Great  Basin  Interdisciplinary  Research  and  Management  Project: 

Maintaining  and  Restoring  Riparian  Ecosystem  Integrity,  Reno,  NV 
($200,000) 

PMW-1   Silvicultural  Alternatives  to  Clearcutting  in  the  Old-Grotrth  Forests  of 
Coastal  Alaslca,  Juneau,  AK   ($500,000) 

PSW-1:   Kings  River  Ranger  District  Sustainable  Forest  Ecosystem  Studies, 
Fresno,  CA  ($500,000) 

PSW-2:   Blac)cs  Mountain  Interdisciplinary  Research  and  Management  Project, 
Redding,  CA  ($111,000) 
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STATI  AMD  PRIVATE  FOKSSTRY 


Question:  Provide  a  funding  cable  from  1990  -  1996  which  displays 
budget  line  items  of  the  State  and  Private  Forestry  program  under  the 
new  budget  structure. 


Answer :    The    t2U3le   follows: 
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Question:  Provide  a  10  year  table  on  timber  harvests  of  non-Federal 
versus  Forest  Service  lauids.   Include  other  Federal  lands  harvest 
information  if  it  is  readily  available. 


Answer : 


2,319 

2,088 

920 

870 

707 

703 

727 

736 

383 

375 

392 

397 

Timber  Volume  Harvested 
(Estimates) 

Projections- -  - 

1986*      1991*      1995      1996 
. . .Million  cubic  feet. . . 

PUBLIC  LANDS 

National  Forests  (NFS  lands) 

Other  Federal  Lemds 

Non-Federal  Public  (State,  etc.) 

Subtotal,  Public  Lands  3,409     3,166     2,039      2,003 

PRIVATE  LANDS 

Forest  Industry  5,041     5,056      5,427      5,384 

Nonindustrial  Private  Landowners    9.136     9.490  10. 663  10.878 

Subtotal,  Private  Lands  14,177    14,546  16,090  16,262 

TOTAL,  PUBLIC  &  PRIVATE  LANDS      17,586    17,712  18,129  18,265 

*  Data  Source:   Primarily,  1993  RPA  update. 

Question:  In  the  statement,  you  indicated  that  the  1993  update  of  the 
RPA  Assessment  of  the  Forest  auid  Rangeleuid  Situation  reports  that 
softwood  growing  stock  removals  exceed  growth  on  forest  industry  lands 
in  all  regions  and  for  nonindustrial  private  leuids  in  the  South.   VThat 
is  the  role  of  State  cuid  Private  Forestry  progreun  to  encourage 
sustainable  harvest,  and  what  is  being  done  to  address  this  problem? 

Answer :  The  role  euid  responsibility  of  State  auid  Private  Forestry  to 
assist  nonindustrial  private  forest  landowners  in  practicing 
sustainadsle  forestry  has  long  been  recocfnized  in  law.   The  Cooperative 
Forestry  Assistance  Act  of  1978  brought  together  various  prior  laws 
and  clearly  reaffirmed  the  Forest  Service  mission  through  its  State 
and  Provide  Forestry  programs  to  provide  technical  and  financial 
assistance  to  private  landowners  to  encourage  good  stewardship  euid 
quality  land  msuiagement  in  meeting  their  specific  landownership 
objectives.   The  Forestry  Title  of  the  1990  Farm  Bill  amended  the 
Cooperative  Forestry  Assistcuice  Act,  and  among  other  things, 
established  the  Forest  Stewardship  Programs,  which  gave  increased 
emphasis  to  Forest  Service  efforts  to  assist  nonindustrial  private 
landowners  with  forest  planning  and  financial  assistance  to  install 
forestry  practices. 
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What  is  being  done:   Since  the  Forest  Stewardship  programs  were 
authorized  by  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  and  through  FY  1994,  multiple 
resource  plans  have  been  prepared  for  10,017,303  million  acres  of 
nonindustrial  private  forest  land  in  all  States  and  three 
territories.   These  plans  include  stand  analyses  and  reconinendations 
for  harvesting  or  deferral  of  harvesting  based  on  stand  conditions, 
including  age,  species,  and  stocking  levels.   This  will  increase 
long-term  timber  supplies  by  reducing  the  incidence  of  improper 
harvesting  (cutting  stands  too  early  and  heavily- -high  grading),  which 
has  often  resulted  in  understocked  and  nonstocked  stands  that  in  the 
past  frequently  reverted  to  low  quality  hardwoods. 

The  deferral  of  timber  harvesting  in  stands  not  yet  ready  for 
harvesting,  in  and  of  itself,  reduces  the  current  volume  of  timber 
harvesting.   However,  this  is  offset,  at  least  in  part,  by  increased 
commercial  thinning  of  examined  stands,  providing  opportunities  that 
private  l2mdowners  were  previously  often  unaware  of,  or  reluctsmt  to 
pursue,  without  the  assistance  of  professional  foresters. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  USDA  forestry  cost-share  programs  delivered  by 
the  Forest  Service  and  State  Forestry  agengies  assisted  nonindustrial 
private  landowners  with  tree  planting  on  377,765  acres.   That  was  36 
percent  of  all  tree  planting  on  these  lands  during  the  year.   Numerous 
studies  have  documented  that  forestry  cost  share  progreuns  are 
effective  and  important  to  enh2mcing  the  Nation's  long  term  timber 
supply . 

It  should  be  noted  that  whereas,  the  Forestry  Incentives  Program  (FIP) 
planted  over  188,000  acres  of  trees  on  private  lemd  in  FY  1994,  FY 
1995  FIP  tree  planting  accon^lishments  will  only  be  about  50  percent 
of  this,  since  FY  1995  FIP  funding  was  reduced  to  only  one-half  of 
that  for  FY  1994  and   previous  years.   The  FIP  progrsun  is  scheduled  to 
terminate  permanently  on  December  31,  1995,  under  the  terms  of  the 
1990  Farm  Bill.   Funding  for  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Progrcuns, 
under  which  133,811  acres  were  pleuited  to  trees  on  private  lands  in  FY 

1994,  was  also  cut  in  half  for  FY  1995.   Meanwhile,  funding  for  tree 
planting  under  the  Stewardship  Incentive  Program  has  remained 
relatively  low- -50, 000  acres  of  tree  planting  are  projected  for  FY 

1995,  as  coo^jared  with  49,000  in  FY  1994. 

199.     Question:  How  do  the  costs  of  harvesting  timber  from  non- Federal  liuid 
coo^are  to  average  Forest  Service  costs? 

Answer :  On  the  average,  it  cost  the  Forest  Service  $140  per  thousand 
board  feet  of  timber  harvested  to  operate  its  agencywide  timber  sale 
program  in  fiscal  year  1994 .   This  includes  all  direct  and  indirect 
costs  of  production.   The  timber  harvest  produced  an  average  revenue 
of  $185  per  thousand  board  feet.   We  do  not  have  specific  information 
available  about  the  costs  of  harvesting  timber  from  non- Federal  lainds, 
but  believe  the  costs  per  unit  of  production  are  less  than  those  for 
Federal  timber  for  the  following  reasons. 
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Federal  lomd  is  among  the  most  remote,  rugged  and   inaccessible  leind  in 
the  Nation.   As  a  case  in  point,  several  National  Forests  in  the  east 
are  located  in  the  Appalachian  Mountains- -Maine  to  Georgia- -while 
softwood  timber  comes  primarily  from  much  more  accessible  and  more 
easily- logged  private  lands  located  in  the  Coastal  Plains  and  Piedmont 
areas.   A  similar  situation  also  exists  in  the  West,  where  Federal 
leuids  are  typically  found  in  the  Rockies  and  Cascades  and  private 
timber  mostly  comes  from  lower  elevations  and  coastal  areas. 

Further,  Federal  land  is  generally  managed  under  more  stringent 
administrative  and  regulatory  requirements.   The  requirements  for 
other  public  and  private  forests  are  less  specific  cuid  allow  for 
greater  flexibility  in  the  application  of  professional  judgement  to 
address  local  situations  and  achieve  desired  objectives. 

Question:  Provide  a  table  by  extended  budget  line  which  shows  the 
State  amd  Private  Forestry  funding  which  is  provided  to  state  forestry 
agencies  for  1995,  1996  and  change  1995/96.   Also  identify  the  total 
support  for  State  forestry  agency  administrative  costs  and  technical 
assistauice. 

Answer:  This  information  is  currently  under  development.   The 
information  will  be  provided  to  the  Committee  under  separate  cover  by 
mid-Hay. 


FOREST  HEALTH  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  Provide  a  five  year  table  on  pest  suppression  funding 
including  Federal,  Cooperative,  auid  emergency  funding  authority 
availaJole  and  used. 

Answer : 


1932 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

($$ 

in  dollars) 

Federal 

21,338 

10,725 

8,834 

4,676 

6,405 

Cooperative 

!       10,871 

5,424 

3,463 

3,153 

3,072 

Emerg  Fund 

Authority 

Available 

[0] 

[26,000] 

[26,329] 

[31,076] 

[16,66i: 

Emergency  Fund 
Used  0     14,671      12,253      14,415 

Question:  How  much  funding  is  currently  available  in  the  emergency 
pest  suppression  fund,  how  much  does  the  Forest  Service  anticipate 
using  in  1995,  and  how  much  will  be  carried  over  into  1996? 

Answer :  On  March  31,  the  President  signed  an  emergency  declaration 
meJcing  $14,415,000  available  front  the  emergency  pest  suppression 
account  for  use  in  FY  1995.   We  anticipate  the  remaining  balance  of 
$16,661,000  to  be  carried  over  into  FY  1996. 
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Question:  What  is  the  current  five  year  average  for  pest  suppression, 
cuid  what  is  the  1996  program  level,  including  anticipated  carryover  in 
the  emergency  fund? 

Answer:  The  current  5 -year  annual  average  pest  suppression  expenditure 
is  about  $28  million.   The  FY  1996  program  level  is  $26.1  million, 
including  $16.6  million  anticipated  emergency  fund  carryover. 

Question:  What  are  the  major  pest  threats  currently  facing  forests? 

Answer:  Insects  of  major  concern  are  mountain  pine  beetle,  western 
spruce  budworm,  Douglaa-fir  beetle,  and  Douglas-fir  tussock  moth  in 
the  West;  southern  pine  beetle  and  gypsy  moth  in  the  East.   Major 
diseases  are  dwarf  mistletoes  and  root  diseases  in  the  West;  fusiform 
rust  in  the  East.   Also  importcint  is  the  threat  of  introducing  exotic 
pests  into  the  United  States.   In  this  category,  the  Asian  gypsy  moth 
in  both  the  eastern  euid  western  U.S.  is  of  primary  concern. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  efforts  to  control  the  gypsy  moth? 

Answer :  Gypsy  moth  suppression  euid  eradication  progrsuns  are  scheduled 
to  take  place  on  about  550,000  acres  of  gypsy  moth  infested  forest  on 
1995.   States  involved  are:  Arkansas,  Delaware,  Georgia,  Maryl2md, 
Michigan,  New  Jersey,  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  Pennsylvamia,  Tenneeee, 
Virginia,  West,  Virginia,  and  Wisconsin.   Emergency  pest  suppression 
funds  to  help  pay  for  these  treatments  were  released  on  March  31.   A 
pilot  project  to  determine  the  technical,  operational,  economic  and 
environmental  feasibility  of  slowing  the  spread  of  gypsy  moth  along 
the  leading  edge  of  the  infestation  is  being  conducted;  States 
involved  are  Michigam,  North  Carolina,  Virginia  etnd  West  Virginia. 

Question:  How  much  is  budgeted  for  the  Forest  Health  Monitoring 
Program  in  1995  and  1996? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Health  Monitoring  Program  is  budgeted  at  $1,703,000 
in  FY  1995  and  $2,281,000  in  FY  1996. 

Question:  In  addition  to  the  four  new  states  plcuuied  to  participate  in 
the  Forest  Health  Monitoring  Program  in  1996,  what  other  States  are 
ready  to  participate  in  the  program,  and  what  would  be  the  cost  of 
adding  those  States  along  with  the  commensurate  Federal  costs?  What 
would  be  the  value  of  adding  these  States? 

Answer:  Other  States  ready  to  participate  in  the  program  are  Michigan, 
Wisconsin,  Idaho,  Montana,  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  North  Carolina, 
South  Carolina,  Dteih,  eUid  Wyoming.   The  cost  for  adding  these  states 
for  State  and  Private  Forestry  is  $1,162,000  in  Cooperative  Lands 
Forest  Health  Management  (FHM)  and  $1,070,000  in  Federal  Lands  Forest 
Health  Management.   The  Research  part  of  the  Progrsun  to  add  these 
states  is  $4,184,000.   The  value  of  adding  these  States  are  (1)  to 
respond  to  monitoring  needs  outlined  in  the  PS  Western  Forest  Health 
Initiative  which  seeks  to  restore  forest  health  to  damaged  western 
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forest  ecosystems,  and  (2)  to  expand  FHM  to  complete  monitoring 
coverage  of  importcuit  eastern  cind  southern  forest  ecosystems. 

Question:  What  are  the  matching  rates  for  the  Forest  Health  Monitoring 
Program,  how  are  they  established,  and  could  the  non-Federal  share  be 
increased  for  new  participants  in  order  to  free  up  funds  to  bring  in 
more  States? 

Answer:  The  target  matching  rate  for  the  State  and  Private  Forestry 
part  of  the  Forest  Health  Monitoring  (FHM)  progrcun  is  50  percent 
Federal  and  50  percent  State.   This  rate  is  reached  in  four  years  to 
allow  participating  States  time  to  either  adjust  existing  budgets  or 
to  work  with  their  respective  legislatures  to  get  increased  budgets 
for  forest  health  monitoring.   As  agreed  to  with  the  National 
Association  of  State  Foresters  and  participating  States,  the  first 
year  the  rate  is  100  percent  Federal  funding,  the  second  year  the  rate 
is  80  percent  Federal  funding,  the  third  year  the  rate  is  75  percent 
Federal  funding,  cuid  the  fourth  year,  cmd  thereafter  the  rate  is  50 
percent  Federal  funding. 

Experience  has  shown  that  increasing  the  non- Federal  (State)  share 
either  initially  or  at  the  target  rate  is  counterproductive  in  that 
States  are  less  able  to  participate  because  of  State  fiscal 
constraints.   Hence  it  is  unlikely  that  increasing  the  State  share  of 
FHM  will  bring  in  more  States,  and  conversely,  it  is  likely  that  some 
participating  States  would  be  forced  out  of  FHM. 

Question:  Provide  additional  information  on  how  the  $3,478,000 
increase  for  Cooperative  Fire  Protection  will  be  used  amd  allocated  to 
States,  including  a  breakdown  of  the  funding  increases  and  base 
funding  by  activity,  if  available. 

Answer:  The  actual  increase  from  the  FY  1995  level  that  is  included  in 
the  President's  Budget  is  $3,927,000.   This  increase  will  provide 
specialized  technical  assistauice  to  States  and  State  fineuicial 
assistcuice  fiinds,  including  the  collection  of  information  and 
reporting  of  fire  data.   Technical  assistance  will  focus  on  improving 
fire  cuialyses  for  more  efficient  fire  organizations,  training  aids, 
and  utilizing  existing  resources.   State  forces  are  relied  upon  to 
support  Forest  Service  operations  during  periods  of  high  activity. 
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Funding  to  individual  States  has  not  been  determined  yet,  but  funds 
would  be  allocated  to  the  Northeastern  Area  and  the  Regions  as 
follows: 


BASK 


INCRKA3B 


Region  1 
Region  2 
Region  3 
Region  4 
Region  5 
Region  6 
Region  8 
Region  10 
NA 
IITF 
WO 


550,000 
952,000 
288,000 
316,000 
965,000 
660,000 

,602,000 
329,000 

,346,000 
125,000 

,561,000 


192,000 

367,000 

77,000 

89,000 

337,000 

240,000 

1,379,000 

73,000 

1,244,000 

29,000 

-100,000 


FOREST  LEGACY 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  shows  Forest  Legacy  appropriations  eind 
obligations  since  1992. 

Answer:  The  table  follows: 

FOREST  LEGACY  PROGRAM 
USDA,  Forest  Service,  Cooperative  Forestry 


Final 

Final       Final        Final 

Budget  History: 

FY  1992 

FY  1993      FY  1994       FY  1995 
...Dollars  in  thousands... 

Total 

Appropriated : 

4,938 

9,915       6,948        6,688 

28,489 

Obligated: 

513 

1,444        2,450         4,057* 

8,464 

Balance : 

4,425 

8,471        4,498         2,631 

20,025 

FY  1995  obligations  are  through  3/31/95. 

Question:  How  many  Legacy  projects  have  been  completed  since  the 
program  began  in  1992,  in  what  States  are  the  projects  located,  what 
were  the  projects  costs,  acreage,  and  purpose? 


Answer :  Four  projects  have  been  coiif)leted.  Two  are  located  in 
Vermont  and  one  each  in  Maine  and  New  York.  The  Forest  Service 
purchase  price,  acreage,  emd  purpose  are  listed  below: 
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Summaxy  of  Completed  Forest  Legacy  Acquisition  Projects 

FS  Purchase 

State Acres Price Purpose 

Maine         1,272   $   843,000   Shoreline  Protection/Resource  Use 
Vermont  1      1,660     271,000    Public  Access/Resource  Use 
Vermont  2      2,281     342,000   Hiking  Trail /Resource  Use 
New  York         141      86,000    Public  River  Access 
TOTAL  5,354    1,542,000 

The  Maine  acquisition,  Mooselookmeguntic  Lake,  protects  3,900  feet  of 
forested  shoreline  by  purchasing  the  development  rights.   The  lake  is 
part  of  a  major  Ceinoe  route  along  the  chain  of  lakes  in  the  upper 
Androscoggin  River.   The  tract  will  continue  to  provide  remote  camping 
opportunities  for  canoeists  using  the  waterway.   Part  of  the  tract 
will  continue  to  provide  commercial  timber  revenue  emd  other  resource 
benefits  to  the  Icindowner.   This  Forest  Legacy  acquisition  triggered  a 
private  landowner  donation  to  the  State  of  Maine  of  3,000  acres  of 
Icuid  with  three  miles  of  lake  frontage  on  the  lower  shore  of  the 
lake.   Thus  in  this  partnership  venture,  federal  dollars  leveraged 
three  times  as  much  frontage  protected  from  development  as  the  subject 
tract  alone  afforded. 

Cow  Mountain  Pond,  Vermont,  was  a  fee  acquisition  with  timber  rights 
reserved  to  the  Town  of  Granby,  Vermont .   Acquisition  was  focused  on 
protecting  Cow  Mountain  Pond,  a  very  scenic  pond,  from  private 
development.   Townsfolks  believed  that  if  the  tract  were  developed, 
they  would  lose  the  public  access  the  former  forest  industry  landowner 
had  allowed.   They  were  concerned  that  this  primary  recreation 
resource  availaible  to  the  people  of  Granby  would  be  lost  to  them 
forever.   Acquisition  in  coordination  with  the  Town  of  Grauiby  (which 
paid  $49,000  of  their  own  money  along  with  a  State  of  Vermont  grant  of 
$180,000)  precludes  development  of  the  tract  and  promotes  continued 
use  of  the  property  for  timber  emd  forest  based  resources. 

Atlas  Tract,  Vermont,  complemented  many  tracts  acquired  by  the  State 
of  Vermont  over  the  last  20  years  and  contributed  protection  to  the 
hiking  trail  following  the  ridgeline.   The  tract  will  remain  in 
private  commercial  timber  production  and  other  forest  resource  based 
uses  while  protecting  the  hiking  trail. 

Indian  River,  New  York,  was  focused  on  public  ownership  of  a  major 
boat  launch  access  point  into  the  Indiem  River,  a  primary  tributary  of 
the  Hudson  River  aind  the  start  of  a  very  popular  white  water 
recreation  experience.   Coordination  with  the  partner,  the  Town  of 
Indiem  Lake,  New  York,  which  paid  over  $16,000,  enabled  the  town  to 
gain  public  control  of  the  access  point  and  preclude  private 
development  amd   potential  conflicting  uses.   The  United  States  was  in 
a  unique  position  to  participate  in  this  acquisition  since  the  town 
could  not  afford  to  accjuire  the  entire  tract  alone,  and  if  the  State 
of  New  York  were  involved,  the  primary  Adirondack  Park  agreement  in 
force  would  have  required  that  the  property  be  included  as  part  of  the 
Park  and  such  designation  would  preclude  amy  use  of  the  property  for 
the  access  area  staging  that  was  so  essential  to  river  recreation  use. 
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212.  Question:  What  is  the  reason  for  the  slow  obligation  of  fluids  in  the 
Legacy  program? 

Answer:  Forest  Legacy  is  a  new  program,  created  by  the  1990  Farm  Bill 
and  first  funded  in  FY  1992.   The  Forest  Service  had  to  establish 
procedures  and  staff  the  prograun  management  and  land  acqusition 
efforts  to  get  started. 

The  Forest  Legacy  partnership  involves  States,  local  governments, 
individual  private  landowners.  State  Forest  Stewardship  Coordinating 
Committees,  amd  conservation  orgamizations  with  the  Forest  Service  to 
attain  common  goals.   Such  collaboration  among  partners  is  a  strength, 
but  takes  time  to  develop  amd  mature. 

The  Federal  accpaisition  process  requires  offering  the  leuidowner  the 
full  appraised  fair-market  value  for  the  land  or  conservation 
easement .   The  process  has  a  proven  record,  but  takes  time  to 
con^lete . 

Also,  after  much  dialogue  and  work,  some  Ismdowners  chauige  their  minds 
or  choose  not  to  accept  the  appraised  value.   Forest  Legacy  respects 
landowner  rights,  including  the  right  to  refuse  the  Forest  Service 
offer. 

213.  Question:  What  States  are  currently  participating  in  the  Legacy 
program,  and  how  many  have  aui  approved  Assessment  of  Need? 

Answer:  Seventeen  states  and  one  territory  are  currently  active  in 
Forest  Legacy .   They  are : 

Maine*         New  Hanpshire*  Vermont*  New  York* 

Illinois*      Washington*  Rhode  Island*  New  Jersey* 

Colorado       Massachusetts*  California  Indiana 

Hawaii*        Connecticut*  Maryland  Minnesota 

Delaware  Puerto  Rico 

(*)  The  eleven  marked  with  cm  asterisk  have  Assessments  of  Need 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

214.  Question:  How  much  funding  has  been  obligated  to  date  to  fund  the 
State  Assessments  of  Need? 

Answer :  $1,130,000  has  been  obligated  to  complete  11  Assessments  of 
Need  and  for  work  on  7  more.   Some  of  these  funds  went  directly  to 
States  with  the  remainder  used  by  the  Forest  Service  at  all 
organizational  levels  to  support  Assessment  of  Need  plans. 

215.  Question:  Provide  a  teible  which  shows  prospective  Forest  Iiegacy 
funding  by  State,  including  project  acreage  eind  costs;  full  funding 
for  1996;  projected  for  year  2000;  and  ultimate  full  potential. 

Answer :  In  FY  1995  and  beyond  negotiations  with  eligible  and  willing 
private  landowners  are  ongoing  or  planned  on  more  than  55  Forest 
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Legacy  projects  exceeding  82,000  acres  and  worth  more  theui  $35 
million. 

Summary  of  Prospective  Forest  Legacy  Acquisition  Projects** 

Approximate 
State 


Acres 

FS  Cost 

17,770 

$ 

5,250,000 

10,854 

$ 

4,830,000 

5,327+ 

$ 

3,437,000 

(Incl. 

NY/NJ  Highlands 

1,952+ 

S 

3,300,000 

(Incl. 

NY/NJ  Highlands 

41,845 

$ 

4,715,000 

2,342 

$ 

6,333,000 

1,254 

$ 

2,671,000 

752 

$ 

808,000 

310 

$ 

3,250,000 

TBD 

$ 

500,000 

TBD 

$ 

500,000 

Maine 

New  Hcui^shire 

New  York 

New  Jersey 

Vermont 

Massachusetts 

Rhode   Islcuid 

Connecticut 

Washington 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

TOTALS  82,406+    $35,594,000 


Funds  needed  for  FY  1996  total  $10,000,000  included  in  the  President's 
Budget.   This  level  of  funding  will  implement  projects  in  14  States, 
those  listed  cd>ove  as  well  as  California,  Maryleund,  and  Delaware 
(Assessment  of  Need  approval  expected  in  1995)  . 

For  FY  2000  projected  funding  needs  are  $17,000,000  for  a  projected  18 
States. 

The  ultimate  full  prograun  potential  is  $17,000,000  annually  to  support 
18  States. 

216.  Question:  What  is  the  basis  on  which  Legacy  funding  is  allocated  to 
States,  amd  what  are  the  matching  requirements? 

Answer:  Funds  for  land  emd  easement  acquisition  are  not  allocated 
directly  to  States.   The  Forest  Service  allocates  funds  to  agency 
field  units  which  in  turn  commit  those  funds  to  acquisition  projects 
brought  forward  by  the  active  States  within  the  FS  regional/area 
boundary . 

The  matching  goal  is  stated  in  the  law  as,  "To  the  extent  practicable, 
the  Federal  share  of  total  program  costs  shall  not  exceed  75  percent, 
including  euiy  in-kind  contribution." 

217.  Question:  From  a  national  policy  perspective,  what  is  the  driving 
Federal  interest  and  responsibility  of  the  Legacy  program  to  fund  the 
conservation  non-Federal  Icuids?  Why  shouldn't  States  be  expected  to 
pick  up  responsibility  if  it  is  inportant  to  them? 

Answer :  The  Federal  interest  is  working  to  conserve  the  regionally  and 
nationally  inporteuit  forests  facing  the  threat  of  conversion  to 
nonforest  uses.   Keeping  the  most  inportant  of  these  private  forests 
in  a  forested  condition,  in  many  cases  as  working  forests  contributing 
to  the  local  econcxny  and   tax-base,  is  important  to  our  country. 
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The  national  Forest  Legacy  goals  can  not  be  met  without  the  active 
participation  of  States  amd  others  in  a  Federal -State -Local -Private 
partnership.   Forest  Legacy  does  not  function  as  an  independent 
Federal  program. 

States  contribute  to  Forest  Legacy  financially,  through  in-kind 
contributions,  and  through  long- term  monitoring  and  administration  of 
acquisitions.   Meiny  States  caiuiot  afford  to  operate  a  program  of  this 
type  on  their  own  and  work  with  the  Forest  Service  to  attain  mutual 
goals  by  making  a  long-term  commitment  to  the  Forest  Legacy  progrsun. 

States  and  State  Forest  Stewardship  Coordinating  Committees  know  the 
regional  resource  values  emd  how  best  to  conserve  them.  The  Federal 
role  is  to  review  and  concur  with  State  recommendations  by  accepting 
acquisition  cases  onto  the  docket  and  working  with  the  landowner  £md 
other  partners  to  achieve  conservation  objectives  that  contribute  to 
national  and  regional  goals. 

Question:  vfhat  would  be  the  iinpact  of  eliminating  the  Forest  Legacy 
program? 

Answer :  An  important  forest  conservation  tool  would  be  lost  and 
critical  forest  values  would  disappear  when  development  drastically 
chamges  the  most  vulneraible  forests . 

Landowners  willing  and   interested  in  participating  in  the  Forest 
Legacy  program  would  be  denied  the  opportunity  to  work  in  a 
partnership  with  government  to  attain  mutual  goals. 

States  have  conpleted  plans,  with  public  involvement,  to  identify 
Forest  Legacy  Areas  and   forest  values  to  conserve.  These  multi-year 
efforts  and  partnership  development  would  be  wasted  in  meuiy  States 
where  there  are  no  other  sources  of  funds  to  conserve  forests  to 
fulfill  their  plans. 


FOREST  STEWARDSHIP 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  shows  the  amount  budgeted  in  1995, 
1996  and  the  change  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  Prograun,  the  Forest 
Resource  Management  Program,  and  the  Seedlings,  Nursery,  and  Tree 
Inqprovement  Program . 


Answer : 


1995      1996     Increase 


Forest  Stewardship  15,941  22,037  ■¥   6,096 

Forest  Resource  Management  7,068  10,597  -f  3,529 

Seedlings,  Nursery  and  Tree  Inprovement  2.911  4.366  -t-  1.455 

Total  25,920  37,000  11,080 
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Question:  What  is  the  backlog  of  need  for  the  Forest  Stewardship 
progrcun? 

Answer :  There  are  over  352  million  acres  of  nonindustrial  private 
forest  land   in  the  United  States  held  by  9.9  million  owners.   Only- 
five  percent  of  these  owners  (less  than  600,000)  have  management  plans 
for  their  forest  land  prepared  by  a  natural  resource  professional . 
Since  the  beginning  of  the  Forest  Service  Stewardship  Program  in  1990, 
only  about  10  million  acres  owned  by  83,000  Ismdowners  have  been 
planned.   All  of  the  states  have  a  significant  number  of  landowners 
who  have  requested  Stewardship  pl£uis  but  have  yet  to  be  served  due  to 
laclc  of  resources . 

Question:  What  are  the  matching  requirements  for  the  Stewardship 
program? 

Answer:  States  are  required  to  match  Federal  funds  provided  by  the 
Forest  Stewardship  Program  on  a  50/50  cost-share  basis  under  the 
consolidated  grants  process. 

Question:  What  are  the  eligibility  requirements  for  the  Stewardship 
program? 

Answer :  Progrsun  eligibility  requirements  are  that  participants  must 
be:  (1)  owners  of  nonindustrial  private  forest  lands  (NIPF)  which  are 
not  currently  in  msLnagement  under  existing  Federal,  State,  or  private 
sector  programs;  or  (2)  landowners  whose  lamds  are  under  existing 
programs,  but  who  express  a  desire  to  ascribe  to  a  land  stewardship 
ethic  and  expand  the  scope  of  their  m«magement  activities  for  multiple 
resource  benefits. 

Nonindustrial  private  forest  land  includes  rural  lemds,  owned  by  any 
private  individual,  group,  association  or  Indian  tribe,  with  existing 
tree  cover  or  that  are  suitable  for  growing  trees. 

Question:  What  is  the  average  cost  to  develop  a  resource  management 
plan  under  the  Stewardship  program? 

Answer :   The  average  cost  per  plaui  (leuidowner)  was  $854  per  landowner 
in  FY  1994.   This  includes  overhead  and  program  management  costs. 

Question:  Are  the  goals,  objectives  and  resource  protections  of 
resource  m2uiagement  plems  that  are  developed  under  the  stewardship 
program  for  private  lands  required  to  be  compatible  with  those  of 
surrounding  Forest  Service  or  State  forests  lands? 

Answer :  Efforts  are  made  to  coordinate  the  objectives  of  landowner 
Stewardship  Plams  with  those  of  surrounding  Forest  Service  or  State 
forest  lands.   However,  there  is  no  requirement  that  Stewardship  Plans 
match  the  objectives  of  adjoining  government  lamds  as  this  would 
infringe  on  the  private  property  and  ownership  rights  of  nonindustrial 
private  forest  owners.   Stewardship  management  plans  are  designed  to 
be  coopatible  with  the  management  objectives  and  priorities  of  the 
individual  owner  while  at  the  same  time  protecting  the  sustainability 
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of  all  natural  resources  associated  with  the  property.   Individual 
landowner  objectives  may  or  niay  not  match  the  objectives  of  adjoining 
landowners  both  private  and  government.   For  example,  a  landowner  is 
free  to  feature  timber  production  aind  wildlife  management  on  a 
property  adjacent  to  a  National  Forest  wilderness  area  or  a  State 
forest . 

Question:  What  is  the  Federal  interest  in  developing  resource 
management  plans  for  private  landowners?   Why  shouldn't  States  assume 
responsibility  for  this  activity  if  it  is  important  to  them? 

Answer:  The  federal  role  euid  interest  is  one  of  national  leadership  in 
ensuring  the  long-term  health,  sustainability,  auid  productivity  of  the 
Nation's  nonindustrial  forest  lands.   These  lands  provide  numerous 
resource  values  for  all  Americems  in  the  form  of  wood  production, 
recreation,  flood  control  cind  water  quality.   Nonindustrial  private 
forest  leuids  conprise  48  percent  of  the  total  forest  Isuid  euid  59 
percent  of  the  Nation's  commercial  forest  lands.   Nonindustrial 
private  forest  lands  provided  49  percent  of  the  U.S.  domestic  timber 
harvest  in  1992.   As  timber  outputs  decline  from  the  federal  leuids, 
the  nation  looks  increasingly  to  the  private  sector  to  make  up  the 
difference.   This  must  be  done  in  a  sustainaOsle  non- regulatory 
approach  to  natural  resource  conservation.   Already,  many  states  in 
the  South  and  Pacific  Northwest  report  that  harvest  exceeds  growth  on 
private  lands  due  to  recent  removals  of  additional  forest  lands  from 
available  harvest.   The  Forest  Stewardship  and   Stewardship  Incentive 
Programs  are  designed  to  help  landowners  inclement  a  sustainable, 
non -regulatory  approach  to  non- industrial  forest  management. 
Currently,  other  environmental  benefits  of  national  inportance  such  as 
inproved  wildlife  hsdsitat  and  water  quality,  restoration  of  wetlands, 
and  sequestration  of  carbon  in  the  atmosphere  are  ensured. 

States  assume  this  responsibility  in  partnership  with  the  Forest 
Service.   The  Forest  Stewardship  Program  is  administered  at  the  State 
level  by  a  State  Stewardship  Committee  chaired  by  the  State  Forester 
and  cooposed  of  14  members  of  State  and  Federal  natural  resource 
agencies  and  organizations,  both  public  and  private.   The  program  is 
delivered  on  the  ground  by  service  foresters,  wildlife  biologists,  and 
private  natural  resource  consultants  (thereby  stimulating  local 
econooiies  as  well  as  conservation)  . 

Question:  What  are  the  progrsun  outcomes  and  accooplishments  of  the 
Stewardship  program? 

Answer:  Through  FY  1994,  the  50  states  smd  three  territories  have 
enrolled  83,188  landowners  and   10,017,303  acres  into  the  Forest 
Stewardship  Prograun.   Landowners  participating  in  the  progreun  also 
qfualify  for  cost -share  assistance,  under  the  Stewardship  Incentive 
program  to  implement  conservation  practices  called  for  in  the  plans. 
Although  these  numbers  are  impressive,  the  greatest  benefit  of  the 
program  is  in  bringing  together  landovmers  and  professional  natural 
resource  mjuiagers.   Prior  to  the  existence  of  the  Forest  Stewardship 
prograun,  less  than  10  percent  of  the  wood  harvested  from  nonindustrial 
private  land  holdings  in  the  United  States  came  from  lands  managed 
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under  a  professionally  prepared  management  plam.   The  Forest 
Stewardship  Program  ensures  that  small  Izuidowners  are  assisted  by- 
natural  resource  managers  so  that  the  nation's  natural  resources  can 
be  memaged  in  a  sustainable  manner  using  a  multi- resource  approach. 


STEWARDSHIP  INCENTIVES  PROGRAM 

Question:  What  is  the  backlog  of  need  for  the  Forest  Stewardship 
Incentives  program? 

Answer:  The  backlog  of  the  need  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  Incentive 
Progreun  is  the  9.3  million  nonindustrial  forest  owners  who  do  not  have 
resource  memagement  pleuis  emd  who  are  not  engaged  in  management 
practices  of  any  kind. 

Question:  What  are  the  matching  requirements  for  the  Stewardship 
Incentives  program? 

Answer :  The  Farm  Bill,  Section  (6) (c) (3),  requires  landowners  to 
provide  at  least  25%  of  the  cost  to  implement  resource  management 
practices  under  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Progreun. 

Question:  What  are  the  eligibility  requirements  for  the  Stewardship 
progreun? 

Answer :  Qualifying  nonindustrial  private  forest  lands  includes  rural 
lands  with  existing  tree  cover  and  other  woody  vegetation  or  land 
suitable  for  growing  such  vegetation  and  owned  by  a  private 
individual,  group,  association,  corporation,  Indian  Tribe,  or  other 
legal  private  entity.   Eligible  landowners  must  have  an  approved 
Forest  Stewardship  Plan,  own  1,000  acres  or  less  (an  exception  may  be 
made  for  up  to  5,000  acres)  of  qualifying  land,  and  agree  to  inplement 
the  approved  management  activities  for  at  least  10  years. 

Question:  What  is  the  average  cost  of  an  individual  lemdowner  project, 
the  average  project  acreage,  the  annual  individual  limit,  auid  lifetime 
limit  of  enhancements  funded  under  the  Stewardship  Incentive  program? 

Answer :  In  FY  1994,  the  average  cost-share  payment  for  on-the-ground 
practices  (tree  planting,  wildlife  habitat,  recreation,  erosion 
control)  was  $1,912  on  an  average  acreage  of  33  acres.   The  average 
cost -share  payment  for  a  Stewardship  Forest  Management  Plan  was  $591 
on  an  average  acreage  of  155  acres.   Average  cost  per  leundowner  for 
all  practices  was  $1,506.   Landovmers  are  limited  to  $10,000  per  year 
by  law.   There  is  no  lifetime  limit.   Practices  must  be  maintained  by 
the  landowner  for  a  minimum  of  10  years. 

Question:  The  House  Budget  Cooimittee  recently  recommended  the 
elimination  of  the  incentives  progreun.   What  would  be  the  impact  of 
terminating  this  program? 

Answer :  Studies  indicate  that  future  demand  for  timber  will  probably 
exceed  the  amount  supplied  under  present  management  intensities.   The 
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public  forests  cemnot  £111  this  gap  because  much  of  the  old  gro%fth 
timber  is  no  longer  available  and  there  are  increasing  demands  for 
non-timber  uses  on  public  lands.   Private  lands,  particularly 
non- industrial  lauids,  will  be  expected  to  meet  the  nation's  rising 
demand  for  timber  and  other  wood  products.   These  private  leuidowners 
represent  47.8%  of  the  total  forest  lemds  in  the  United  States. 

Nonindustrial  forest  lands  produce  many  benefits  in  addition  to  wood 
products.   Among  the  multiple  outputs  that  accrue  to  landowners  aund 
society  are  wildlife,  natural  beauty,  outdoor  recreation,  auid  cleam 
water.   With  the  exception  of  hunting  leases,  owners  rarely  receive 
monetary  returns  from  these  outputs. 

Historically  less  than  5  percent  of  the  nonindustrial  private  forest 
owners  in  this  country  have  had  management  plsms  prepared  for  them  by 
natural  resource  professionals.   This  indicates  that  most  private 
owners  lack  the  technical  advice  needed  to  implement  sound  resource 
mimagement  practices  on  their  land. 

The  intact  of  terminating  this  program  is  the  loss  of  both  technical 
)cnowledge  and  financial  incentives  which  encourage  the  nonindustrial 
forest  owner  to  manage  their  Icind  in  a  sustainable  manner  which 
benefits  all  Americans.   Without  finamcial  incentives,  many  landowners 
will  be  forced  to  forego  necessary  management  practices  such  as 
reforesting  after  harvests,  restoring  wetlsuids,  installing  riparian 
buffers,  inclement ing  a  precommercial  thinning,  and   preventing 
erosion. 

It  should  be  noted  that  all  significant  timber  producing  nations  of 
the  world  recognize  the  unique,  long-term,  capital-intensive  nature  of 
timber  production,  the  risks  from  insects,  diseases  and  fire,  and 
market  risks.   These  nations  offer  various  timber  assistauice  progreuns, 
and  other  policies  to  encourage  private  forest  owners  to  mauiage  their 
lands  in  the  public  interest. 


nRBAM  AND  COMMONITY  FORESTRY 

232.  Question:  How  are  funds  distributed  under  the  Urban  auid  Community 
Service  progreun? 

Answer:   Each  Region  and  the  Northeastern  Area  receives  Urban  emd 
Community  Forestry  funds  to  administer  the  regional  program;  fund 
Congressional  earmarks,  fund  national  projects;  fiond  community  based 
matching  gremts  with  local  communities;  and  provide  each  State,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  amd  the  Islands 
of  the  South  Pacific  with  $150,000  for  base  program  funding.   The 
Washington  Office  maintains  a  minor  amount  of  the  appropriated  funding 
level  for  national  program  administration  (7  percent  in  FY  1995) . 

233.  Question:  What  are  the  matching  requirements  for  Urban  and  Community 
Service  funds? 


178 


Answer :  All  project  funds  are  available  on  a  50-50  matching  grant 
basis  to  eligible  community  and  non-profit  groups.   In  FY  1994,  $7.4MM 
in  matching  community  grant  monies  was  matched  by  $11.5MM  in  private 
contributions;  a  39%  Federal  cuid  61%  private  funding  mix  is  typical  of 
the  Urban  and  Community  Forestry  program. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  Urban  and  Community  Service  funding  supports 
ongoing  projects  versus  new  projects  in  1995  and  1996? 

Answer :  Of  appropriated  funds  that  are  availeUole  for  projects  at 
national,  regional,  or  local  community  level,  approximately  38%  is 
made  available  for  ongoing  projects  and  62%  for  new  projects.   The 
largest  portion  (69%)  of  ongoing  commitments  is  for  Congressional ly 
earmarked  projects.   Progreun  guidelines  and  program  philosophy  from 
the  Forest  Service  strongly  identify  project  dollars  as  "seed"  funds, 
with  short  term  commitments  with  a  specific  focus  of  building  local 
capacities  to  effect  urbeui  cuid  community  forestry  goals  over  the  long 
run. 

Question:  What  have  been  some  of  the  significcuit  achievements  of  the 
Urban  euid  Community  Forestry  program  other  than  the  exeunples  included 
in  the  Expleinatory  Notes? 

Answer :  The  program  affords  the  agency  the  opportunity  to  work  with 
States  cuid  communities  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

Baltimore,  Marylaund:   The  second  year  of  commitment  to  "Revitalizing 
Baltimore",  an  urbcm  environmental  and  economic  revitalization  of  the 
Baltimore  metropolitan  area  has  focused  on  local  youth  education  and 
involvement  in  natural  resource  msinagemcnt .   This  project  is  a 
colleiborative  effort  between  the  Forest  Service,  the  State  of 
Maryland,  the  City  of  Baltimore,  and  Yale  University. 

Phoenix,  Arizona:   A  Minority  Outreach  Conference  with  participeints 
from  five  southwestern  states  and  Mexico  was  sponsored  through  this 
progreun.   The  progreun  focused  on  identifying  opportunities  to  involve 
minorities  in  urban  and  community  forestry  activities. 

Baton  Rouge,  Louisicuia:   The  Urban  Forestry  Undergraduate  Program  at 
Southern  University  graduated  its  first  bachelor's  degree  class  in 
1994  including  the  college's  valedictorian.   The  Urbeui  Forestry 
Program  at  Southern  was  esteJslished  through  a  direct  grant  from  the 
Forest  Service  Urban  Forestry  headquarters  staff  to  promote  the 
involvement  of  minorities  in  urban  forestry  at  a  professional  level. 

Hot  Spring,  Arkeuisas :   Local  community  tree  projects  picked  up 
considercible  support  from  local  non-profit  organizations  and  new  city 
officials.   Local  groups  are  engaged  in  park  and  street  tree 
'adoption*  programs  through  which  they  are  responsible  for  health, 
maintenance  emd  planning  for  the  urban  and  community  forest  resource . 

Denver,  Colorado:  A-2,500  tree  "living  snow  fence"  was  plemted  along 
the  Pena  Highway  to  the  new  Denver  International  Airport  through  the 
joint  efforts  of  the  Forest  Service,  the  Colorado  State  Forestry 
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Agency,  the  Big  Broth«r/Blg  Slatars  of  Danvar  program,  McDonald 
Corporation,  and  Brownlng-Parrla  Industriaa . 

North  Carolina:   In  a  collaborative  effort  with  the  Forest  Resource 
Division  of  Carolina  Power  and  Light,  a  series  of  technology  transfer 
publications  called  "TreeSmart"  were  developed.   These  publications 
focus  on  tree  care  and  selection  information  for  the  public,  tree 
workers,  community  planners  and  utility  arborists. 

Pecos,  Texas:   This  small  west  Texas  town  can  now  name  itself  among 
the  National  Arbor  Day  Foundation  sponsored  "Trae  City  USA". 
Technical  and  financial  assistauice  from  the  program  assisted  in  the 
development  of  a  local  tree  ordinamce,  qualifying  Pecos  for  the  honor. 

Nevada:   The  State  Shade  Tree  Council  in  partnership  with  state 
nurseries  founded  the  Arbor  Day  School  Childran's  Trae  Planting 
Program  with  75  schools  participating  in  the  inaugural  tree  planting 
events  state  wide. 


ECONOMIC  ACTION  PROGRAMS 

Question:  What  is  the  funding  breakdown  for  1995  and  1996  for  the 
prograun  components  of  the  Economic  Action  programs? 

Answer: 

Program 

Forest  Products  Conservation 

and  Recovery 
Economic  Recovery 
Rural  Development 
Timber  Bridges  Initiative 
Economic  Diversification  Studies 
Columbia  River  Gorge 
TOTAL 

Question:  How  are  the  economic  action  prograun  funds  distributed? 

Answer:  The  economic  action  programs  include  several  different 
progrcuns  which  focus  on  different  needs  and  opportunities,  therefore 
the  allocation  process  is  tailored  to  address  those  needs: 

Economic  Recovery  Component:   This  program  provides  assistance  to 
rural  communities,  located  in  or  near  national  forests,  that  are 
economically  dependent  upon  forest  resources  or  are  likely  to  be 
economically  disadvcintaged  by  Federal  or  private  sector  land 
mauiagement  practices.   The  program  provides  a  broad  reuige  of 
assistance  to  help  diversify  amd  strengthen  resource -dependent 
communities  and  build  local  capacity  to  taJce  needed  action.   Funds  are 
allocated  based  on  the  following  method: 


FY    1995 

FY    15 

>96 

998,000 

1,200, 

,000 

4, 

,890,000 

4,710, 

,000 

5, 

,480,000 

4,890, 

,000 

1, 

,697,000 

1,700, 

,000 

499,000 

500, 

,000 

2. 

,495,000 

0 

16, 

,059,000 

13,000, 

,000 
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A  bas*  amount  coonposed  of  (1)  funds  for  coordination  and 
administrative  needs  and  (2)  an  allowemce  for  each  National  Forest  to 
provide  assistance. 

A  timber  dependency  portion  determined  from  estimates  of  critical 
timber  supply  generated  on  a  regional  basis  from  Forest  Service 
estimates  of  the  percentage  of  local,  raw  material  needs  each  forest 
historically  provided.   For  allocation  purposes,  the  National  Forest 
volume  was  considered  critical  if  a  forest  supplied  25%  of  the 
required  timber  to  the  economic  impact  area  served  by  the  forest.   The 
critical  volume  for  each  Region/Area  was  totalled,  with  each 
Region/Area's  share  allocated  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  critical 
volume . 

A  needs -based  share  calculated  from  the  average  1991  unadjusted 
unenployment  rate  (the  "base"  year,  which  was  the  year  before  the 
program  was  first  in^jlemented)  for  all  eligible  counties  in  each 
Region/Area.   Shares  were  calculated  for  each  Region/Area. 

Prior  to  implementing  this  method  each  year,  applicable  Congressional 
earmarks  zuid  Agency  priorities  are  used  to  provide  specific 
appropriations  to  field  units.   Of  the  remaining  amount,  funds  are 
allocated  first  to  meet  the  BASE,  then  the  SHARES  are  calculated  and 
distributed.   The  Regional  Forester  euid  Area  Director  have  the 
responsiblitiy  to  reallocate  fvinds  in  their  administrative  units  using 
appropriate  criteria  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  communities  within  their 
areas  of  influence . 

Rural  Development  Component :   This  program  strengthens  rural 
ccxnmunities  by  enheuicing  and  expanding  local  economies,  especially  in 
communities  where  the  economy  is  tied  directly  to  natural  resources 
and  persistent  or  long-term  problems  exist  requiring  a  strategic 
approach.   Communities  need  not  be  dependent  on  federal  lemds  to  be 
eligible  for  this  assistcuice.    Funds  are  allocated  according  to  the 
following  method: 

A  base  cunount  for  (1)  State  Rural  Development  Council  and/or  other 
State  interaction,  (2)  inplementing  Regional/Area  strategies,  and  (3) 
staffing  needs. 

A  natural  resource  base  was  calculated  using  not  just  National  Forest 
and  Grassleuid  acreages,  but  also  other  forest  Icuids  owned  and  managed 
by  private  individuals  euid  compeuiies,  states,  and  Americans  Indians. 
SHARES  representing  a  natural  resource  base  were  determined  by  the 
Ismd  base  of  all  counties,  not  just  non-metro  areas,  and  the  total 
acreage  of  forest  cover  regardless  of  land  ownership.  An  allocation 
is  made  to  each  region  based  on  it's  individual  share  of  this  acreage. 

A  needs -based  share  is  determined  by  using  per  capita  income  as  a 
measure  of  economic  vitality.   The  average  per  capita  income  for  the 
years  1979  and  1990  was  calculated  for  all  nonmetro  counties.   Next, 
the  mean  of  these  averages  was  determined  for  each  Region/Area.   A 
share  was  calculated  based  on  these  Region/Area  averages .  To  address 
the  persistent  poverty  issue,  counties  in  the  lowest  quartile  were 
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examined  for  per  capita  income  in  the  years  1979  euid  1990.   Each 
Region/Area  was  assigned  a  share  based  on  the  percentage  of  its 
nonmetro  counties  remaining  in  the  bottom  quartile  for  both  these 
years.   The  need  allocation  was  then  based  upon  the  average  of  the  two 
Regional /Area  needs -based  shares  described  in  this  paragraph. 

The  three  parts  result  in  an  allocation  consisting  of  BASE  and 
SHARES.   Prior  to  implementing  the  process,  applicable  Congressional 
earmarks  and  Agency  priorities  are  used  to  provide  specific 
appropriations  to  the  field  units.   Remaining  funds  are  allocated  to 
meet  the  BASE  auid  SHARES.   The  Regional  Forester  and  Area  Director 
have  the  responsiblitiy  to  reallocate  funds  in  their  adminstrative 
units  using  appropriate  criteria  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  communities 
within  their  areas  of  influence. 

Economic  Diversification  Studies  Component:    Provides  rural 
communities  which  are  highly  dependent  on  forest  resources  the 
opportunity  to  develop  diversification  strategies  based  on 
professional  feasibility  studies.   Funds  are  allocated  based  on  the 
following  criteria: 

Lands  with  forest  cover  in  all  counties,  as  determined  by  the  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service's  Natural  Resource  Inventory  data  for 
state  cind  private  land  in  1987  auid  the  total  National  Forest  Systems 
lands  in  a  region/area. 

Level  of  forest  dependency,  determined  to  be  the  critical  supply  of 
timber,  on  a  forest -wide  basis,  from  forest  level  progreuns  which 
provide  at  least  25%  of  the  total  raw  material  needs  of  the 
surrounding  area . 

The  shares  from  each  of  the  criteria  are  averaged  to  esteiblish  a 
relative  allocation  for  each  Region  and  Area.   The  Regional  Forester 
and  Area  Director  have  the  responsiblitiy  to  reallocate  funds  in  their 
adminstrative  units  using  appropriate  criteria  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  communities  within  their  areas  of  influence. 

Forest  Products  Conservation  &  Recycling  Component:   90%  of  these 
funds  are  used  to  support  salaries  of  technical  experts  residing  in 
Forest  Service  Regions  4,6,8,10,  the  Northeastern  Area,  auid  the  Forest 
Products  LaJDoratory. 

The  remainder  is  used  to  provide  seed  money  for  workshops,  technology 
transfer,  and  other  special  projects  that  support  the  following 
program  objectives:   1)  wood  waste  reduction,  reuse,  or  recycling 
efforts  in  the  private  sector;  2)  appropriate  management  and  use  of 
special (non- timber)  forest  products;  and  3)  appropriate  processing  amd 
marketing  of  value-added  forest  products  for  sustainable  rural 
economic  development  purposes . 

Question:  Is  there  amy  data  on  the  number  of  successful  businesses  and 
jobs  which  have  been  created  through  the  economic  action  programs? 
Provide  an  cuialysis  of  results. 


1392 

1?93 

1994 

185 

450 

927 

* 

• 

267 

* 

* 

99 

* 

122 

368 

243 

328 

790 
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Answer:  The  economic  action  programs  have  stimulated  numerous  and 
varied  community-based  successes,  including  the  creation  of  jobs  and 
businesses.   Attention  has  been  placed  on  stimulating  community- led 
activities  which  meet  broad-based  community -generated  goals  and 
objectives  that  address  economic,  social,  euid  environmental  needs  emd 
opportunities.   The  participating  communities  have  the  prime 
responsibility  for  setting  the  goals  and  monitoring  progress  towards 
achieving  them.   The  Agency's  roles  include  providing  direct  technical 
and  financial  assistcunce,  assisting  the  community  to  build  its 
capacity  to  manage  change,  providing  a  catalyst  for  collaiborative 
planning  and  local  problem  solving,  and  helping  communities  leverage 
scarce  resources.   The  following  data  is  provided  to  indicate  the 
extent  and  breadth  of  rural  community  acconplishments  facilitated  by 
the  economic  action  programs. 

Assistance  to  Rural  Communities 


No.  Communities  Total 

No.  Communities  New  Assists 

No.  Minority/Other  Comm. 

No.  Projects  Completed 

No.  Projects  Ongoing 

*  data  not  collected  in  this  manner 

Of  the  active  projects  in  FY  1994,  105  were  focused  on  maintaining, 
expcinding,  or  creating  businesses;  44  were  targeted  at  value-added 
euid/or  secondary  mcuiufacturing  businesses/industries;  euid  36  were 
associated  with  developing  or  marketing  "alternative  or  special  forest 
products . 

Community  Resources  and   capacity  to  manage  change  develop  over  time 
amd  the  Forest  Service's  approach  of  providing  "seed  money"  and 
technical  assistemce  encourages  communities  to  progress  at  their  own 
pace.   The  Stanislaus  National  Forest's  work  with  the  Me-Wuk  Tribe  in 
central  California  is  one  exantple  of  the  multi-year  process  necessary 
to  develop  community  capacity  and  take  advantage  of  natural 
resource -based  opportunities  to  diversify  local  economies.   The 
assistance  started  with  a  Local  Action  Plan  in  1992  and  an  Economic 
Diversification  Study;  self-confidence  auid  skills  for  dealing  with 
chsunge  were  low  eunong  the  Action  Team  members  and  the  Tribe  overall. 
But  based  on  the  Action  Plan  and   the  study,  the  Tribe  obtained  Forest 
Service  grants  to  develop  a  business  plan  for  a  wood  products 
manufacturing  business;  and   con^lete  their  first  Land  Use  Plan  for  the 
Reuicheria  (without  the  help  of  any  contractors) ;  plus  acquiring  a 
$200,000  grauit  from  the  "Administration  of  Native  Americans"  to  build 
cmd  operate  a  commercial  Native  Pleuit  Nursery.   Native  plant  stock  was 
sold  in  the  fall  of  1994  at  the  Tribe's  Acorn  Festival;  tribal  members 
are  employed  at  the  Nursery;  and   the  commvmity  is  interested  in  using 
the  nursery  for  educational  purposes.   Prior  to  this  collaborative 
effort,  the  Tribe  had  not  seriously  considered  economic  development. 
Tribal  members  have  gained  confidence  and  expertise;  they  are  already 
looking  to  the  future  to  inclement  more  of  their  own  ideas. 
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Other  communities  are  working  hard  to  develop  innovative  ideas  into 
new  industries  which  match  the  resources  available  and  the  needs  of 
country.   For  exanple,  in  Montana,  the  Lincoln  County  Economic 
Development  Council  has  used  an  Economic  Diversification  Studies  grant 
to  determine  the  feasibility  of  introducing  the  technology  for 
"aerated  autoclaved  concrete"  (AAC)  into  the  northwestern  United 
States.   Value-added  AAC  products  can  be  made  from  tons  of  existing 
mine  and  mill  waste  stockpiled  in  Troy,  MT;  thus  conserving  natural 
resources;  employing  several  hundred  people  who  are  currently  out  of 
work;  serving  as  a  springboard  for  construction  of  similar  facilities; 
and  creating  linkages  to  common  goals  for  community  leaders,  workers, 
environmental  interests,  emd  mining  interests. 

Some  communities  have  chosen  to  build  community  spirit  aind  leadership 
as  the  first  steps  for  revitalizing  their  economy  and  social 
environment.   Hardwick,  Vermont,  has  had  a  rough  and  depressed  image 
throughout  the  state  ever  since  the  granite  industry  left  the  area  in 
the  1930' s.   In  1990,  two  local  individuals  became  involved  in  a 
"Forestry  Leadership  Program".   As  a  result  of  that  training,  those 
two  leaders  helped  establish  the  "Hardwick  Area  Learning  Committee"  to 
provide  a  local  forum  for  discussion  of  ccxnmunity  opportunities.   The 
Committee  has  spearheaded  the  use  of  "Take  Charge"  workshops  to 
involve  local  citizens  in  collaborative  projects  to  in5>rove  both  the 
economy  and  infrastructure  in  Hardwick.   Innkeepers  and  bed  & 
breakfast  owners  are  working  together  to  market  the  region,  instead  of 
coinpeting.   Hardwick' s  service  and  retail  businesses  are  working 
together  to  revitalize  downtown.   They  obtained  a  $550,000  grant  from 
the  Vermont  Commvinity  Development  Program  to  begin  a  revolving  loan 
fund,  which  has  resulted  in  the  start  up  of  six  new  businesses. 
Hardwick  is  now  planning  another  "Take  Charge"  session  to  review  the 
last  four  years  and  to  discuss  where  the  community  wants  to  go. 

Queatian:  how  much  funding  is  included  in  the  Timber  Bridge  Initiative 
in  1995  and  1996,  and  how  are  these  funds  distributed? 

Angwgr:  The  Timber  Bridge  Initiative  is  an  activity  of  Economic  Action 
Programs  within  Cooperative  Forestry  aimed  at  inproving  rural 
transportation  networks,  expanding  the  range  of  markets  for  wood 
products,  and  creating  service  industries  for  wood  bridge 
construction.   In  FY  1995,  the  program  was  funded  at  $1.7  million. 
The  FY  1996  President's  Budget  maintains  this  level  of  funding. 

^proximately  $1.0  million  is  used  to  fund  canpetitive  national 
projects  and  other  special  projects  demonstrating  modem  timber 
bridges  and  other  modem  applications  for  wood  in  transportation. 
$700,000  covers  operation  of  the  Timber  Bridge  Information  Resources 
Center  in  Morgantown,  WV  to  administer  the  program,  identify  store, 
retrieve  and  disseminate  information,  coordinate  and  fund  conferences, 
and  provide  field  technical  support  in  8  Regions,  the  Intemational 
Institute  for  Tropical  Forestry  and  the  Northeastem  Area. 

Queatian:  Provide  a  list  of  con^jleted  projects  and  costs  of  the  Timber 
Bridge  Initiative. 
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Answer :  The  Timber  Bridge  Initiative  has  conpleted  202  projects, 
leading  to  the  final  construction  of  169  vehicular  bridges  and  18 
pedestrieui  bridges.   Nineteen  special  projects  have  been  coaf>leted. 
Special  projects  are  projects  that  may  not  lead  to  the  development  of 
bridges  directly,  but  contribute  to  the  overall  development,  promotion 
and  expansion  of  using  modem  timber  bridges  to  inprove  our  national 
infrastructure.   The  completed  projects  are  divided  into  the  following 
categories : 

Table  1:   Conipleted  Tiaber  Bridge  Initiative  Projects. 

Number  of  Number  of 

Completed  Projects  Coipleted  Bridges 

Vehicular  bridges   a/    166  168 

Pedestrioun  bridges        17  17 

Special  projects    b/    12  2 

Totals:         202  187 

a./  Two  cottpleted  projects,  one  in  Ohio  and  one  in  Maryland,  resulted  in 
the  construction  of  two  bridges  per  project. 

b./  Although  special  projects  are  primarily  for  timber  bridge  activity 
other  than  the  construction  of  bridges,  two  projects  actually  did  result 
in  the  construction  of  a  vehicular  bridge  and  a  pedestrian  bridge . 

The  benefits  of  these  conpleted  projects  can  be  found  throughout  the 
country.   Today,  highway  officials  and  bridge  engineers  are  more  familiar 
with  the  use  of  wood  as  bridge  material  than  they  were  ten  years  ago. 
Many  of  these  key  public  officials  are  once  again  "releaming  and 
learning  perhaps  for  the  first  time"  the  forgotten  construction  material, 
"wood,"   a  renewcUsle  natural  resource. 

Table  2  lists  the  number  of  con^leted  bridges  by  type  per  state.   These 
187  bridges  represent  approximately  $5.8  million  in  Federal  investment 
and  approximately  $6.5  million  in  non-federal  matching  funds.   This 
national  program  has  touched  almost  every  state  in  the  nation.   The 
tabulation  is  conservative  because  it  does  not  include  recently  conqpleted 
projects  or  the  number  of  additional  timber  bridges  that  will  be 
constructed  the  remaining  of  this  year.   It  is  estimated  that  at  least  an 
additional  25  bridges  will  be  constructed  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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Table  2.   Number  of  completed  bridges  bv  type  and  bv  state. 


State 


Number  of  Coopleted 
Vehicular  Bridges' 


Number  of  Completed 
Pedestrian  Bridges 


Alabama 

6 

Alaska 

1 

Arkansas 

3 

Arizona 

1 

California 

1 

1 

Colorado 

3 

Florida 

2 

Georgia 

4 

1 

Idaho 

7 

Illinois 

3 

Indiama 

2 

Iowa 

1 

Kansas 

4 

Kentucky   . 

1 

Louisiana 

1 

Maine 

1 

1 

Marylzmd 

3 

Massachusetts 

1 

Michigan 

4 

Minnesota  . 

2 

Mississippi 

2 

1 

Missouri 

2 

Monteuia 

5 

Nebraska 

1 

1 

Nevada 

1 

New  Hanpshire 

1 

1 

New  Mexico 

1 

New  York 

9 

1 

North  Carolina 

1 

North  Dakota 

3 

Ohio 

4 

Oklahoma 

2 

Oregon 

4 

1 

Pennsylvauiia 

14 

2 

Rhode  Isl2uid 

1 

South  Carolina  . 

3 

South  Dakota 

4 

Tenessee 

1 

1 

Texas 

I 

Dtah 

2 

2 

Vermont 

2 

Virginia 

1 

Washington. 

4 

West  Virginia 

49 

Wisconsin  . 

2 

Wvomino 

2 

1 
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Question:  Are  there  any  exainples  of  non- Federally  funded  timber 
bridges  built  as  a  result  of  project  demonstrations  under  the  Timber 
Bridge  Initiative? 

Answer :   Exanqples  of  timber  bridge  projects  that  have  resulted  because 
of  the  Timber  Bridge  Initiative. 

Idaho:   Truss  Joist  MacHillan  Corporation,  Boise,  ID  constructed  several 
Timber  Bridge  Initiative  bridges  in  Idciho.   As  a  result,  sdsout  six 
additional  modem  timber  bridges  have  been  designed  and  constructed  by  the 
Corporation  throughout  the  state. 

Louisiana:   Costal  Timbers,  New  Iberia,  is  fabricating  modem  timber 
bridges  for  use  on  vehicular  and  pedestrian  bridges.   They  are  currently 
focusing  on  bridges  used  to  cross  drainage  canals,  rice  field  canals, 
access  for  oil  e^qploration  and  development,  and  agricultural  access. 

Maine:   Engineering  professor  at  University  of  Maine  designed  a  192 -foot 
timber  bridge.   The  entire  project  is  made  of  wood:  superstructure, 
substructure,  eOsutments,  and  piers.   The  glulam  girders  are  48  inches  deep, 
covered  with  an  8  inch  glulam  deck.   It  is  privately  funded  by  a  group  of 
developers  and  connects  South  Addison  to  Crowley  Island.   When  finished, 
this  will  be  the  longest  vehicular  timber  bridge  in  Maine. 

Maryland:   Garrett  County  received  a  Forest  Service  greuit  to  construct  one 
stress- laminated  timber  bridge  across  Buffalo  Run.   As  a  result  of 
cooperative  efforts  between  the  county  government  emd  the  wood  products 
industry,  two  timber  bridges  were  constructed  on  Buffalo  Run  approximately 
one  mile  apart  from  each  other. 

Ohio:   Buckeye  Hills  Resource  Conservation  &  Development  (RC&D)  received  a 
Forest  Service  grant  to  construct  a  timber  box  culvert  in  Morgan  county. 
In  June  1994,  the  County  Engineer  had  an   emergency  bridge  replacement  on  a 
difference  highway.   He  used  the  box  culvert  on  this  emergency  bridge 
replacement,  and  then  installed  another  box  culvert  at  the  original  site. 
The  Morgan  Coiinty  Engineer  and   his  bridge  crew  were  pleased  with  the  way 
these  culverts  went  together.   They  look  forward  to  using  timber  structures 
in  the  future  as  an  alternative  to  replacing  small  bridges,  particularly  in 
creeks  with  acid  mine  drainage . 

Pennsylvania:   Bucknell  University,  in  cooperation  with  the  Pennsylvzuiia 
Bureau  of  Forestry,  developed,  tested,  and  constructed  a  20-foot,  single 
lame,  A-frame  timber  bridge  across  a  stream  on  state  forest  land.   The 
intent  was  to  develop  a  low- cost  timber  bridge  design  that  could  be 
constructed  with  Bureau  of  Forestry  crews.   As  a  result  of  this  project, 
the  Bureau  of  Forestry  would  like  to  construct  more  of  these  types  of 
bridges . 

Virginia:   A  consulting  forestry  firm  located  in  central  Virginia  is 
fabricating  portable  timber  bridges  used  in  timber  harvesting  operations. 
The  benefits  of  these  bridges  are  two- fold;  first,  they  are  relatively 
ine]q>ensive  and  easy  to  install;  second,  they  are  more  environmentally 
acceptable  because  the  bridges  are  used  temporarily  and  then  removed. 
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Wyroning:   As  a  result  of  a  Tinvber  Bridge  Initiative  project  in  Wyoming, 
Truss  Joist  MacMillan  Corporation  constructed  several  other  modem  timber 
bridges  in  the  Intermountain  West.   The  Corporation  manufactures 
stress -laminated  bridges  fabricated  from  wood  composites  under  the  trade 
names  of  Parallam  and  Micro- lam. 


IHTERNATIONAL  PORBSTRY 

Question:  What  is  the  impact  of  the  $1  million  rescission  for 
International  Forestry  that  was  included  in  the  1995  House  passed 
rescission  bill,  HR  1158? 

Answer:   A  reduction  of  $1  million  represents  14%  of  the  total 
appropriation  for  International  Forestry.   This  is  a  significauit 
reduction  which  would  require  the  Forest  Service  to  make  major  changes 
in  the  program  of  international  cooperation  planned  for  1995 . 
Examples  of  specific  prograuns  which  would  be  eliminated  include: 

The  International  Seminar  on  Forest  Administration  and 
Management,  co-hosted  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  University  of 
Michigan,  would  be  camceled.   The  effect  would  be  that  3  5 
forestry  professionals  and  resource  managers  from  other  countries 
would  not  participate  in  this  seminar,  which  provides  an 
intensive  e^qjosure  to  forest  management  in  the  U.S. 

Cooperative  programs  between  Forest  Service  units  in  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico,  and  counterpart  agencies  in  Mexico,  would  be 
canceled.   These  programs  focus  on  fire  control,  forest  pest 
management,  and   trade  issues. 

Fiinding  for  cooperative  programs  with  the  East  West  Center  in 
Hawaii,  to  promote  sustainable  forestry  and  restore  degraded 
watersheds  in  the  Pacific  Islands,  would  be  elimintated. 

Funding  to  support  the  Forest  Health  Center  in  West  Virginia 
would  be  eliminated;  they  are  leading  the  Forest  Service  effort 
to  eradicate  the  sirex  wood  wasp  in  Brazil,  which  could 
potentially  cause  up  to  $130  million  in  estimated  damage  to  U.S. 
forests  should  it  enter  the  United  States. 

Funding  to  support  the  Missoula  Technology  Development  Center 
would  be  eliminated.   This  prograun  introduces  Southeast  Asia  to 
the  rapidly  growing  export  market  for  US  producers  of  global 
positioning  system  (GPS)  technology. 

Reductions  would  be  made  in  the  Alaska  region's  program  to 
promote  sustainable  forest  management  in  Siberia,  a  key  region  in 
the  Pacific  Rim  forest  products  trade. 

Funding  for  the  international  training  program  at  the  Forest 
Products  Laboratory  in  Wisconsin  would  be  eliminated.   Scientists 
from  Indonesia,  Mexico,  and  other  countries  would  not  have  the 
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opportunity  for  long-term  intemehips  at  the  Lab,  to  learn  new 
techniques  for  wood  utliziation  and  processing. 

Reductions  in  travel  for  Forest  Service  employees  would  limit  the 
capability  of  the  Forest  Service  to  participate  in  international 
negotiations  and   discussions  on  trade  issues,  timber 
certification,  and  sustainable  forest  management  policies. 

243.  Question:  Provide  a  table  which  displays  the  funding  for  the  major 
elements  of  the  International  Forestry  program  from  1991  -  1996, 
including  funding  provided  under  State  and  Private  Forestry,  and  USAID 
reimbursements . 

Answer :  (Millions  of  Dollars) 

1991      1992      1993      1994      1995      1996 

International  Forestry  0  0  0  7.0  7.0  10.0 

Tropical  Forestry  (S&PF)  2.5  5.0  5.5  0  0  0 

Other  FS  budget  lines  1.5  2.0  2.1  0  0  0 

USAID  reimbursements  1.9  2.6  2.8  1.9  2.2  2.2 

Total  5.9  9.6  10.4  8.9  9.2  12.2 

Explanation: 

International  Forestry  was  a  new  budget  line  starting  in  FY  1994. 
This  chart  displays  the  appropriation  enacted  by  Congress  in  FY  1995, 
excluding  rescissions.   The  1996  aunount  is  the  President's  budget. 

Tropical  Forestry  was  funded  as  a  "special  project"  under  the 
appropriation  for  State  and  Private  Forestry  from  1990  -  1993.   It  was 
absorbed  into  the  new  budget  line  for  International  Forestry  in  1994. 

Under  the  authority  of  the  International  Forestry  Cooperation  Act, 
during  the  period  1991  -  1993,  internal  budget  adjustments  were  made 
to  provide  funding  for  international  forestry  from  other  FS  budget 
lines,  including  NFS,  Research,  and   fire,  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  participation  in  international  cooperation  programs. 

The  Forest  Service  provides  assistance  to  USAID  through  agreements 
coordinated  by  the  USDA  FAS/ICD  office.   USAID  reimburses  the  Forest 
Service  for  salaries  of  Forest  Service  en^loyees  and   other  costs  for 
three  major  projects:  the  Forest  Resources  Management  Project,  the 
Disaster  Assisteuice  Support  Program,  and   the  Energy  and  Environment 
Project.   Reimbursements  in  1995  and  1996  are  estimates  based  on 
information  provided  by  USAID. 

244.  Question:  What  was  the  government -wide  international  forestry  funding 
coonnitment  made  by  the  Bush  Administration  at  the  1992  Earth  Summit, 
and  how  does  it  compare  to  appropriations  requested  by  the  President 
and  appropriations  enacted? 
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Answer :   At  the  UNCED  Earth  Summit,  President  Bush  personally  pledged 
to  double  US  international  forestry  assistance,  an  increase  of  $150 
million  per  year,  through  the  "Forests  for  the  Future  Inititative" 
(FFI) .   $150  million  was  the  estimated  total  international  forestry 
assistance  provided  in  1992  by  the  Forest  Service,  USAID,  EPA, 
National  Park  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Peace  Corps,  etc. 
This  estimate  did  not  include  US  contributions  to  FAO,  the  World  Bank, 
or  other  international  organizations  or  fineuicing  institutions. 

In  his  last  budget  request  for  1994,  President  Bush  requested  $75 
million  for  the  Forest  Service  euid  $75  million  for  EPA  for  FFI. 

President  Clinton's  first  budget  in  1994  requested  $30  million  for  the 
Forest  Service  for  FFI  and  no  funding  for  other  agencies.   In  his 
long-term  economic  investment  proposal.  President  Clinton  also 
included  $50  million  for  the  Forest  Service  for  FFI  in  each  fiscal 
year  from  1995  -  1998,  auid  no  funding  for  other  agencies.  The  FY  1994 
President's  Budget  for  the  Forest  Service  also  included  $7  million  for 
International  Forestry,  as  a  separate  request  from  FFI . 

The  FY  1994  House  appropriations  bill  included  $10  million  for  FFI 
plus  $7  million  for  International  Forestry.   The  Senate  eliminated  all 
funding  for  FFI  and  retained  $7  million  for  International  Forestry. 

In  FY  1995,  the  President's  budget  dropped  FFI  eind  requested  $10 
million  for  International  Forestry.   Congress  enacted  $7  million. 

Question:  How  much  funding  does  USAID  currently  provide  directly  to 
countries  for  forestry  programs? 

Answer:  It  is  difficult  to  answer  this  question  precisely,  since  USAID 
lumps  together  funding  for  forestry  auid  other  environmental  sector 
projects.   We  have  seen  a  recent  estimate  in  which  total  USAID  funding 
related  to  forestry  in  1995  is  about  $60  million.   However,  this 
should  be  confirmed  with  USAID. 

There  are  significant  differences  between  USAID  and  Forest  Service 
programs.   USAID  promotes  development  in  general,  rather  than  forestry 
in  particular.   Priorities  for  USAID  funding  are  established  by 
political  criteria,  and  they  have  large  programs  in  countries  such  as 
Egypt  auid  Pakisteui  where  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  a  progrsun. 

USAID  funds  direct  foreign  aid  and  development  assistance  projects 
which  are  usually  carried  out  by  large  contractors.   USAID  does  not 
have  the  forestry  or  resource  mauiagement  expertise  to  carry  out  the 
kind  of  cooperative  progreuns  implemented  by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  International  Forestry  program  of  the  Forest  Service  focuses  on 
specific  goals  and  objectives  related  to  forestry  emd  natural 
resources.   We  focus  our  limited  resources  on  work  which  directly 
benefits  the  United  States,  such  as  the  prevention  of  exotic  pests 
from  entering  the  U.S.,  the  in^ortation  of  genetically  superior  tree 
stock,  the  promotion  of  policies  which  result  in  a  level  playing  field 
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in  the  trade  of  forest  products,  aund  the  advancement  of  sustainable 
forest  meuiagement  in  countries  which  are  targeted  for  their  strategic 
importcuice  to  the  United  States  and  their  importcince  to  the  stcibility 
of  the  global  environment  and  global  forest  products  trade. 

Question:  What  have  been  the  major  acconplishments  of  the 
International  Forestry  progrsun? 

Answer :  The  International  Forestjry  program  directly  benefits  the 
people  of  the  United  States  by  protecting  and  improving  the  health  of 
U.S.  forests,  including  the  prevention  of  exotic  pests  which  could 
result  in  over  $3  billion  in  damage  to  U.S.  forests;  promoting  a  level 
playing  field  for  U.S.  business,  which  exports  over  $18  billion  of 
wood  products  each  year;  and  improving  the  forest  mauiagement  practices 
in  countries  which  account  for  45%  of  the  world's  forest  land.   It  is 
in  the  interests  of  the  United  States  for  our  major  trading  partners 
(euid  potential  competitors)  to  be  playing  by  the  same  rules  as  U.S. 
business.   An  effective  International  Forestry  program  is  a  "win-win" 
for  the  U.S.  economy  and  the  global  environment. 

International  Forestry  coordinates  the  resources  £md  skills  of  the 
"community  of  interests"  of  U.S.  based  organizations  which  are  active 
in  international  forestry.   For  the  first  time,  U.S.  government 
agencies  consult  with  each  other,  with  U.N.  orgcmizations,  with  the 
World  Sank,    with  non- governmental  orgeuiizations,  with  private  sector 
groups,  amd  with  state  foresters  to  ensure  that  our  respective 
international  efforts  are  not  duplicated. 

International  Forestry  has  developed  criteria  and  indicators  for 
sustaincible  forest  management  in  tenqperate  and  boreal  forests,  which 
have  been  accepted  by  the  countries  which  account  for  over  90%  of  such 
forests.   These  criteria  will  provide  the  basis  for  determining  the 
extent  to  which  countries  comply  with  the  UNCBD  agreements.   It  is 
clearly  in  the  interests  of  the  United  States,  with  our  tough 
environmental  stamdards,  to  ensure  that  other  countries  are  not  exenpt 
from  environmental  considerations  in  their  forestry  practices. 

International  Forestry  works  with  the  State  Department  to  develop  U.S. 
government  positions  on  major  international  issues  amd  conferences, 
such  as  the  forestry  discussions  at  UNCED,  timber  species  issues 
considered  by  the  Convention  on  International  Trade  in  Endauigered 
Species  (CITES),  and  the  UN  Commission  on  Sustainable  Development. 
The  Forest  Service  brings  to  the  table  a  consistent  voice  for 
science-based  forest  management. 

International  Forestry  played  a  key  role  in  the  successful  negotiation 
of  a  new  International  Tropical  Timber  Agreement,  which  estaU3lishes  a 
"level  playing  field"  for  the  trade  of  tropical  timber  products. 

International  Forestry  policy  auialysts  assess  the  impacts  of  major 
international  legislation  or  agreements,  amd  develop  recommendations 
for  U.S.  positions.   Exan^jles  include  analyses  of  NAFTA  and  GATT  in 
the  forestry  sector;  proposed  tropical  timber  boycotts,  timber 
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certification  and  eco-labeling;  and  listing  of  timber  species  as 
endangered  under  international  conventions. 

In  collaboration  with  the  Forest  Pest  Management  program  of  the  Forest 
Service,  International  Forestry  has  been  instrumental  in  keeping  the 
Asian  gypsy  moth  and  the  sirex  wood  wasp  out  of  the  United  States  by 
working  directly  with  other  countries  (notaUoly  Russia  and   Brazil)  to 
control  these  pests  within  those  countries.   Over  three  billion 
dollars  of  potential  damage  to  O.S.  forests  have  been  avoided. 

International  Forestry  has  a  direct  influence  on  forest  management 
practices  in  Indonesia.   As  the  world's  largest  exporter  of  tropical 
timber  products,  Indonesia  is  a  major  trading  partner  of  the  U.S. 
With  the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Forest  Sex-vice,  Indonesia  is 
taking  steps  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  of  their  logging  and 
road-building  practices,  to  improve  wood  utilization,  and  to  develop 
non-timber  forest-based  industries. 

International  Forestry  has  played  a  major  role  in  monitoring 
deforestation  in  the  Amazon,  in  working  with  Brazilian  agencies  to 
increase  their  scientific  understanding  of  sustainable  tropical  forest 
management  practices,  and  to  reduce  the  rate  of  deforestation.   The 
Forest  Service  has  developed  new  technologies  for  measuring  the 
emissions  from  fires  in  the  Amazon,  and  we  are  working  to  develop  the 
capabilities  of  the  Brazilians  to  mauiage  these  systems  themselves. 

International  Forestry  coordinates  Forest  Service  participation  in  the 
assessment  of  global  forest  resources,  providing  leadership  in  remote 
sensing,  GIS,  and  GPS  technologies  developed  in  the  United  States. 

Under  International  Forestry  leadership,  the  Forest  Service  is  working 
with  Russia,  especially  in  the  far  east  (Pacific  Rim) ,  as  aui  adviser 
on  the  transformation  to  a  market  economy  in  the  forestry  sector,  and 
the  inplementation  of  sustainaible  forest  management  practices  in  this 
important  area  of  the  world.   The  long-term  economic  stability  in  the 
Pacific  basin  will  be  greatly  affected  by  the  development  of  this  huge 
region  which  includes  the  largest  forest  area  in  the  world. 

In  collaboration  with  the  Fire  and   Aviation  Management  progreun  of  the 
Forest  Service,  International  Forestry  has  developed  the  capeibility  of 
a  number  of  key  countries  to  prevent  and  control  forest  fires, 
including  Brazil,  Russia,  Indonesia,  and  Mexico  (our  four  "focus 
countries") .   We  have  ongoing  cooperative  programs  to  train  managers 
and  firefighters,  and  to  tremsfer  U.S.  technology. 

International  Forestry  is  the  main  technical  adviser  to  USAID  on 
forestry  matters.   On  a  reimbursable  basis,  we  provide  and   coordinate 
the  use  of  expertise  from  throughout  the  Forest  Service  to  assist 
USAID  missions  in  Latin  America,  Africa,  Asia,  Russia,  8uid  Eastern 
Europe.   We  have  had  an  active  partnership  with  USAID  since  1980. 

International  Forestry  coordinates  the  use  of  expertise  from 
throughout  the  Forest  Service  to  train  Peace  Corps  volunteers  in 
forestry,  agroforestry,  and  environmental  education. 
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International  Forestry' s  Disaster  Assistance  Support  Program  (DASP) 
coordinates  the  use  of  Forest  Service  expertise  to  provide  the  OS 
government's  logistical  support  for  responding  to  disasters.   Onder  a 
long-term  agreement  with  the  Office  of  Foreicpi  Disaster  Assisteince 
(OFDA) ,  IF  draws  upon  the  skills  developed  within  the  Forest  Service 
for  fighting  fires  and  responding  to  emergencies  in  the  U.S.,  using 
these  skills  available  to  respond  to  foreign  disasters.   For  exanple, 
Forest  Service  employees  coordinated  the  US  civilicui  response  to  the 
disaster  in  Rweinda  in  1994 . 

At  any  given  time,  over  100  Forest  Service  scientists  are  cooperating 
with  scientists  in  other  countries  to  develop  new  technologies,  to 
breed  superior  trees,  to  monitor  international  trade,  and  in  general 
to  improve  the  quality  of  forest  research  and  forest  memagement  in  the 
United  States.   Just  as  many  economic  eind  environmental  problems  are 
global  in  nature,  so  are  many  of  the  solutions.   It  is  imperative  the 
our  scientists  and  meuiagers  interact  directly  with  their  counterparts 
in  other  countries  to  share  solutions  to  common  problems. 

International  Forestry  coordinates  Forest  Service  collaboration  with 
other  countries  and  with  other  national  state  agencies  to  protect  the 
habitats  of  migratory  wildfowl  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  with  a  focus 
on  those  birds  which  live  on  national  forest  lands  during  part  of  the 
year,  through  "sister  forest"  partnerships  with  forest  managers  in 
other  countries  where  the  birds  live  during  other  pa];ts  of  the  year. 

There  are  many  more  examples  of  accomplishments;  those  mentioned  above 
provide  cui  indication  of  the  breadth  and  depth  of  the  accomplishments 
of  the  international  progreun. 

Question:  What  are  the  major  programmatic  goals  of  the  International 
Forestry  program? 

Answer :  Our  fundamental  goal  is  to  promote  sustainaible  forest 
memagement  in  other  countries  in  order  to  benefit  the  United  States. 

Question:  The  House  Budget  Committee  recently  recommended  the 
elimination  of  International  Forestry.   What  would  be  the  impact  of 
terminating  this  progreun?  Would  there  be  cui  option  to  retain  a  core 
coordination  prograun?  What  would  be  required  and  what  would  be 
accomplished? 

Answer :  This  question  is  in  apparent  reference  to  the  "illustrative 
budget  cuts"  published  by  the  leadership  in  the  House  Budget  Committee 
which  were  suggested  as  possible  offsets  to  tax  cuts. 

If  International  Forestry  were  eliminated,  the  United  States  would 
lose  the  only  voice  at  the  international  table  that  advocates  science 
based  forest  management,  including  private  sector  economic  incentives 
for  reforestation  euid  science  based  forest  management  practices.   It 
would  not  be  an  exaggeration  to  predict  a  much  higher  probability  of 
binding  global  agreements  on  forests,  biodiversity,  endangered 
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species,  and   trade  which  would  have  negative  impacts  on  the  United 
States  economy  and  dubious  benefits  for  the  global  environment. 

If  International  Forestry  were  eliminated,  forests  in  the  United 
States  would  be  much  more  likely  to  be  invaded  by  exotic  pests  which 
could  potentially  cause  billions  of  dollars  in  dcunage  to  public  eind 
private  forests  in  the  U.S. 

If  International  Forestry  were  eliminated,  the  expertise  of  the 
world's  leading  forest  fire  management  organization  would  not  be 
available  to  the  developing  countries  of  the  world.   A  much  higher 
rate  of  annual  global  forest  loss  could  be  predicted. 

If  International  Forestry  were  eliminated,  the  cooperative  agreements 
which  the  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  has  signed  with  Brazil, 
Indonesia,  Russia,  and  Mexico  would  be  discarded,  and  the  influence 
and  credibility  of  the  United  States  in  the  forestry  and  environmental 
sectors  in  these  important  countries  would  be  greatly  reduced. 

If  International  Forestry  were  eliminated,  the  Forest  Service  would 
operate  in  isolation  from  the  rest  of  the  world.   Interaction  between 
Forest  Service  scientists  auid  mcuiagers,  auid  those  in  other  countries, 
would  be  greatly  reduced.   Those  limited  interactions  which  continued 
(with  funds  from  other  programs)  would  be  uncoordinated  and 
duplicative,  much  as  was  the  case  before  the  International  Forestry 
office  was  established  by  Congress.   Over  time,  the  United  States 
would  lose  its  role  as  a  global  leader.   The  U.S.  would  lose 
opportunities  to  obtain  new  genetic  resources,  new  technologies,  and 
new  science  from  other  countries. 

It  may  be  useful  to  recall  why  Congress  directed  the  Forest  Service  to 
establish  a  separate  office  for  International  Forestry  and  a  separate 
budget  line  for  International  Forestry  in  1990.   Prior  to  that  time, 
international  forestry  assistauice  provided  by  U.S.  agencies  was 
grossly  uncoordinated  and  duplicative.   As  the  global  forest  crisis 
worsened,  other  countries  increasingly  asked  the  Forest  Service  for 
help  in  fighting  forest  fires,  suppressing  forest  pests,  and 
improving  their  forest  mauiagement  practices. 

Congress  directed  the  Forest  Service  to  establish  a  Deputy  Chief  for 
International  Forestry  with  responsibility  for  coordinating  Forest 
Service  international  progrcuns  cind  who  would  take  an  active  role  in 
coordinating  the  work  of  other  agencies  euid  organizations.   Our 
partners  are  unauiimous  in  their  support  for  the  leadership  which  the 
Forest  Service  has  demonstrated  by  bringing  together  the  international 
forestry  "community  of  interests"  to  provide  a  coordinated  approach 
which  avoids  duplication  of  limited  resources  cunong  agencies. 

The  Forest  Service  is  the  principal  adviser  to  the  U.S.  State 
Department  and  the  U.S.  Agency  for  International  Development  on  global 
forestry  and  related  environmental  amd  trade  issues.   To  eibolish  this 
program  would  create  a  void  which  would  be  difficult  to  fill  within 
the  U.S.  government.   No  other  agency  has  the  ej^ertise  or  the 
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commitment  to  sound  forest  management  principles  which  the  Forest 
Service  brings  to  this  arena. 

The  second  question  was,  would  there  be  an  option  to  retain  a  core 
coordination  program?   It  is  ten^ting  to  reply  that  this  is 
essentially  the  case  already.   Relative  to  the  magnitude  of  the 
problem  and  the  high  stakes  for  the  United  States,  the  current 
International  Forestry  budget  is  miniscule,  and  a  majority  of  the 
limited  budget  is  already  devoted  to  program  coordination. 

However,  it  cam  be  inferred  that  the  intent  of  this  question  is  to  ask 
about  the  effects  of  eliminate  funding  for  technical  assistance  and 
training  through  international  cooperation,  and  perhaps  retaining  a 
very  small  policy  and  planning  office. 

Our  international  cooperation  program  focuses  on  a  few  countries  which 
account  for  a  large  share  of  the  world's  forest  resources.   With  a 
relatively  small  budget,  we  have  built  effective  working  relationships 
with  these  strategically  important  countries.   We  have  been  cunazingly 
effective  in  changing  the  forest  management  policies  and  practices  in 
Brazil,  Indonesia,  Mexico  and  Russia.   If  the  prograun  were  eliminated, 
the  short-term  effect  would  be  to  aUscUidon  formal  agreements  signed  by 
the  United  States  with  countries  which  have  a  major  impact  on  the 
United  States  economy,  especially  in  the  forest  products  sector.   In 
the  longer  term,  it  could  be  predicted  that  these  countries  would 
back-slide  in  their  efforts  to  inplement  sustainable  forestry. 

The  two  major  parts  of  our  program  are  complementary  and  mutually 
reinforcing.   The  Forest  Service  would  have  limited  influence  in  the 
international  policy  arena  without  a  small  but  effective  technical 
cooperation  program;  and  our  technical  prograun  would  be  ineffective 
without  a  strong  policy  component. 

The  proposed  President's  budget  for  International  Forestry  is  less 
tham  half  of  one  percent  of  the  total  Forest  Service  budget,  and  aU>out 
7%  of  the  total  U.S.  government  budget  for  international  forestry 
assistance  (excluding  funding  for  development  bauiks) .   The  Forest 
Service  needs  a  critical  mass  of  skilled  people  with  international 
experience  in  order  to  continue  to  mauiage  a  prograun  that  matches  or 
exceeds  the  accon^lishments  of  amy  other  U.S.  government  agency  or 
non- governmental  orgamization. 

Question:  What  role  did  IF  play  at  the  1994  CITES  conference  relating 
to  the  potential  listing  of  big  leaf  maihogamy,  amd  what  activities  are 
underway  to  continue  to  study  this  issue  in  preparation  for  the  1996 
CITES  conference? 

Answer:  International  Forestry  played  a  key  role  in  providing  advice 
based  on  science  to  the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  1994  CITES  Conference 
of  Parties.   This  Conference  narrowly  defeated  a  proposal  to  list  big 
leaf  maihogamy  as  am  endangered  species  on  ^pendix  II.   The  US  Fish 
amd  Wildlife  Service  is  the  lead  US  agency  for  CITES,  amd  they  led  the 
U.S.  delegation. 
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Prior  to  the  conference.  International  Forestry  funded  a  scientific 
study  of  big  leaf  mahogany,  carried  out  by  our  International  Institute 
of  Tropical  Forestry  in  Puerto  Rico.   This  study  was  the  basis  for 
Forest  Service  recommendations  to  the  U.S.  delegation.   The  Forest 
Service  position  is  that  the  decline  in  the  ramge  of  maJiogany  in 
selected  countries,  )cnown  as  "range  states, "  is  not  sufficient  to 
determine  that  the  species  in  general  should  be  subject  to 
international  trade  restrictions.   Further,  there  is  little  evidence 
that  the  decline  in  mahogany  is  related  to  international  trade.   To 
the  contrary,  trade  restrictions  could  cause  economic  dis- incentives 
to  mjuiage  mahogany,  leading  to  increased  deforestation. 

It  is  expected  that  the  listing  of  maihogany,  amd  possibly  other  timber 
species,  will  be  discussed  at  subsequent  CITES  conferences.   Noting 
that  there  is  a  growing  demaind  from  European  countries  and 
environmental  organizations  for  CITES  to  become  a  foirum  for  proposals 
to  list  timber  species  as  endangered,  the  Conference  of  Parties 
decided  to  establish  a  Timber  Working  Group.   International  Forestry 
participated  in  discussions  to  determine  the  terms  of  reference  of 
this  group,  and  we  were  instrumental  in  obtaining  a  seat  on  the  group 
for  the  US  government  and  for  a  representative  of  the  International 
Wood  Products  Association. 

Question:  Explain  the  US  commitment  to  sustainable  forest  management 
by  the  year  2000  which  was  agreed  to  in  the  UNCED  Earth  Suiranit,  cind 
what  is  International  Forestry' s  role  in  defining  and  implementing 
this  goal? 

Answer:  At  the  UNCED  Earth  Summit  in  1992,  the  Bush  administration 
agreed  to  the  non-legally  binding  statement  of  "forest  principles"  for 
the  sustainable  development  of  all  types  of  forests.   In  1993,  the 
Clinton  administration  cinnounced  that  the  "United  States  is  committed 
to  the  national  goal  of  achieving  sustainable  management  of  U.S. 
forests  by  the  year  2000."   The  United  States  called  upon  other 
nations  to  commit  to  this  goal. 

The  United  States  must  lead  the  effort  emiong  nations  to  define  and 
describe  sustainable  forest  management.  The  Forest  Service  is  proud 
of  the  achievements  of  forestry  in  the  United  States,  which  is  one  of 
the  few  countries  in  the  world  where  forests  are  increasing  rather 
than  decreasing.  It  is  in  our  national  interest  to  participate  in 
discussions  which  will  highlight  our  achievements  using  objective, 
science-based  criteria. 

International  Forestry  is  taking  the  lead  for  the  U.S.  in  a  series  of 
international  discussions  to  define  criteria  and  indicators  for 
measuring  sustainable  forest  management.   In  consultation  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  State,  the  National  Association  of  State  Foresters, 
the  Americem  Forest  emd  Paper  Association,  the  Society  of  American 
Foresters,  the  World  Resources  Institute,  and  interested  environmental 
organizations.  International  Forestry  developed  the  basis  for  ein 
agreement  by  ten  countries  representing  90%  of  the  world's  tenqierate 
and  boreal  forests.   The  result  is  a  set  of  criteria  and  indicators 
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which  emphasize  objective,  science-based  factors  and  the  inporteuice  of 
economic  considerations. 

International  Forestry  plays  a  dual  role  in  this  process.   First,  we 
bring  together  various  interested  parties  and  work  to  put  forward  a 
coordinated  U.S.  position  on  key  international  issues.   Second,  we 
provide  direct  professional  and  scientific  input  into  the  process, 
drawing  upon  the  expertise  of  our  staff. 

International  Forestry  has  developed  a  high  level  of  credibility  among 
other  countries  as  well  as  among  interest  groups  within  the  U.S.   It 
is  importauit  that  this  role  be  continued  in  order  to  ensure  that 
global  forest  policies  are  based  on  science,  and  to  ensure  that  other 
countries  and  interest  groups  are  not  successful  in  obtaining 
international  agreements  which  are  not  in  the  interests  of  the  U.S. 


NATIOHAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

Question:  Forest  Plans  represent  a  commitment  by  the  agency  to  the 
public  to  accomplish  certain  goals  euid  objectives,  based  on 
assumptions  cdDout  funding  levels.   For  FY  1995  and  as  proposed  in  the 
Administration's  budget  for  FY  1996,  what  percent  of  the  funding 
needed  to  implement  the  Forest  Plans  is  being  provided  to  meet  the 
Plams'  goals  and  objectives  for  the  following  areas:  (a)  timber 
harvest  involving  green  tree  sales;  (b)  timber  harvest  involving 
salvage  sales;  (c)  fuels  reduction;  (d)  prescribed  burning  to  reduce 
the  risk  of  wildfires;  (e)  habitat  restoration  and   inprovement  for 
wildlife,  rare  plants,  threatened  or  endcingered  species,  inland  fish, 
and  anadromous  fish;  (e)  soil  restoration  euid  improvement;  (f) 
activities  to  maintain  or  restore  water  quality  and  streamflows. 

Answer:  FY  1995  Forest  Plcm  implementation  funding  levels  for  the 
requested  line  items  are  as  follows: 

Green  Harvest  54.4% 

Salvage  109.1% 

Wildlife  HcUDitat  Improvement  1/  39.8% 

Watershed  Improvements  2/  52.6% 

Fuels  Reduction  3/  50.2% 

In  the  FY  1988  appropriation  Icuiguage,  Congress  required  the  FS  to 
begin  reporting  the  relationship  between  allocations  and  forest  plan 
funding  needs  for  each  national  forest .   The  Forest  Land  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  Report  to  Congress  has  been  prepared  on  an  aunnual 
basis  since  then.   The  Forest  Service  recommended  the  report  be 
discontinued  for  FY  1996  data,  and  key  congressional  staffers  agreed. 
Consec[uently,  the  requested  information  is  not  available  for  FY  1996. 
An  outline  of  the  discussion  and   recommendation  is  enclosed. 

1/  Funds  needed  for  forest  plan  implementation  are  identified  in  the 
Forest  Land  and   Resource  Management  Plan  Report  to  Congress  by 
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line  item  but  not  by  expanded  line  item.   Inland  fish 

improvement,  anadrcxnous  fish  improvement,  rare  plants,  smd  T&B 

species  are  all  included  in  the  wildlife  habitat  improvement  line 

item. 
2/  The  watershed  improvements  line  item  includes  soil  restoration 

auid  improvements  as  well  as  water  quality  and  streamflows 

e}qpanded  line  items. 
3/  There  is  no  national  objective  for  prescribed  bum.   It  is 

included  as  a  portion  of  overall  fuel  reduction. 


MAINTENANCE  BACKLOG 

Question:  What  is  the  current  maintensuice  backlog  in  the  National 
Forest  System,  and  what  is  the  basis  for  this  estimate?  Separate 
various  kinds  of  facilities,  including  roads  and  trails. 

Answer :  The  current  estimate  of  backlog  is  S2.2  billion: 

Recreation  Facilities  818  Million 

Trails  267  " 

FA&O  Facilities  maintenance    94  " 

FA&O  Const/Recon.  503  " 

Research  Facilities  141  " 

Roads  cuid  Bridges  440  " 

Dams ,  F .  S .  owned  14 H 

Total  2,277  " 

A  1991  GAO  report  identified  a  backlog  of  $449  million  existing  in 
1989.  FY  1994  field  inventory  estimates  currently  show  that  backlog 
has  grown  to  $818  million. 

Trails  backlog  is  based  on  field  inventories  ctnd  includes  heavy 
maintenance  amd  trail  reconstruction  to  restore  trails  to  estcUslished 
stcuidards . 

FA&O  facilities  maintenance  backlog  is  based  on  maintenance  not  done 
etnd  deferred  until  funding  is  availaible,  eind  on  auinual  field  surveys 
of  building  conditions. 

FA&O  Construction/Reconstruction  is  based  on  a  study  updated  in  1994 
including  major  renovation  or  replacement.   The  backlog  list  includes 
facilities  that  do  not  meet  current  health  and  safety  requirements, 
legal  requirements,  or  are  no  longer  cost  effective.  The  same  study 
updated  Research  facilities. 

Roads  cuid  Bridges  are  based  on  studies  evaluating  maintenance 
inventories  of  roads . 

Dams  are  inventoried  and  an  engineering  evaluation  is  made.  Current 
inventories  as  of  this  year  include  repairs  needed  to  correct 
deficiencies  that  are  or  may  become  critical  to  the  safety  of  the 
structure. 
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All  of  the  above   information  is  contained  in  the  1994  Forest  Service 
Infrastructure  in  Support  of  Resources  publication. 

253.  Question:  At  what  rate  is  the  mainteneince  backlog  by  type  increasing 
or  decreasing  on  an  cuinual  basis? 

Answer :  The  rate  depends  on  the  particular  mix  of  fvinding  requested  or 
appropriated  in  any  given  year.  In  FY  1996,  Recreation  reduces  the 
backlog  by  $25  million,  Trails  increase  by  $12  million,  FA&O 
facilities  maintenance  increases  by  $800  thoussuid,  FA&O  construction 
increases  by  $27.7  million.  Research  facilities  increase  by  $6.2 
million.  Roads  increase  by  $21  million  auid  dams  remain  the  same.  The 
above  numbers  are  predicated  on  a  20  year  time  spcui  to  rectify  the 
situation. 

254.  Question:  Does  the  Forest  Service  have  a  plan  for  significantly 
reducing  the  backlog  through  means  other  tham  increased  funding  for 
construction  and  maintenance,  such  as  closing  facilities  or  increasing 
fees? 

Answer:   Several  actions  are  being  taken.  The  majority  of  all  project 
dollars  requested  are  for  reconstruction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
backlog.   Unneeded  roads  are  closed  and  obliterated  so  that  future 
maintenance  is  not  needed,  amd  meuiagement  of  our  road  system  (road 
closures,  limited  use,  etc.)  is  ongoing  to  prevent  surface  damage 
where  possible.   Downsizing  of  our  workforce  will  also  tend  to  lessen 
the  need  for  FA&O  building  maintenance  as  we  close  sites.   Recreation 
is  using  a  combination  of  new  fee  legislation,  site  closures  cuid 
exploring  the  possibility  of  private  investment  on  the  National 
Forests . 


USER  FEES 

255.  Question:  How  many  annual  visits  are  there  currently  on  Forest  Service 
land,  how  many  visitors  pay  a  user  fee  and  what  is  the  average  fee? 
Provide  the  breakdown  by  appropriate  categories . 

Answer :  In  FY  1994,  there  were  330  million  Recreation  Visitor  Days  on 
the  national  forests.   See  the  attached  for  a  breakdown  by  State  by 
activity  category. 

The  majority  of  the  activities  on  the  national  forests  do  not  charge  a 
user  fee.   The  activity  generating  the  majority  of  the  $10.9  million 
in  recreation  user  fees  in  FY  1994  was  canning  at  national  forest 
cainpgrounds . 

256.  Question:  What  were  the  total  user  fee  collections  in  1994? 

Answer :  In  FY  1994,  $10.9  million  was  collected  for  recreation  user 
fees,  primarily  associated  with  canpground  developed  sites. 

257.  Question:  What  are  the  average  fees  charged? 
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Number   of 

Numl?er  of   Sit;e? 

Fee   Sites 

1,222 

17 

328 

95 

4,389 

2,590 

1,496 

62 

277 

4 

Answer:  The  one-night  fee  ranges  from  $3  -  $18,  depending  on  the 
amenities  offered  at  the  campground. 

Question:  How  jxany  recreation  sites  are  there,  and  what  percentage  of 
the  sites  charge  user  fees? 

Answer : 

Site  Type 

Boating 
Swimming 
Campgrounds  * 
Picnic  Grounds 
Interpretive  Sites 
All  other  Developed 

Sites  4,144  310 

TOTAL  11,856  3,078 

Recreation  (L&WCF)  user  fees  are  primarily  generated  by  campgrounds. 
In  order  to  charge  fees,  the  facilities  must  meet  certain  amenity 
criteria.   Approximately  26%  of  the  above  sites  charge  user  fees. 

'Fees  collected  in  concessionaire -operated  can^grounds  are  not 
deposited  into  the  Recreation  L&WCF  user  fee  account. 

Question:  What  happens  to  the  receipts,  are  they  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  or  do  they  directly  benefit  the  lands  on  which  they  were 
collected? 

Answer :  Receipts  collected  by  the  National  Forests  amd  Grasslands  are 
deposited  into  the  National  Forest  Fund  and  the  National  Grassland 
receipt  accounts  by  class,  i.e..  Timber,  Grazing,  Land  Use,  Recreation 
Special  Use,  Power,  Minerals,  and  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Recreation  (L&WCF)  User  and  Admission  Fees.   The  deposited  receipts 
are  accounted  for  in  the  Forest  Service  financial  system  and  at  the 
Treasury. 

25%  of  the  National  Forest  Fund  receipts  are  paid  to  the  states  and 
25%  of  the  National  Grassland  receipts  are  paid  to  the  counties.   The 
remaining  receipts  are  transferred  to  the  National  General  Fund  of  the 
Treasury. 

The  Forest  Service  also  collects  monies  from  contractors  of  government 
timber  sales  for  the  Knutson-Vandenberg  Act.   These  receipts  are  used 
for  the  regeneration  of  harvest  timber  sites  cuid  are  not  returned  to 
the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury.   However,  a  payment  in  the  amount  of 
25%  of  the  K-V  collections  is  made  from  National  Forest  receipts  to 
the  states  where  the  timber  harvest  activities  occurred. 

In  addition,  the  FY  1993  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  provided 
withholding  of  up  to  15%  of  the  recreation  fees  to  be  used  by  the 
units  to  cover  fee  collection  costs  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 
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On  September  30,  the  unused  portion  is  returned  to  the  National  Forest 
Fund  and  National  Grasslcund  receipt  accounts  to  be  used  in  the 
following  year  payment  base. 

Question:  What  is  the  capacity  to  increase  revenues  from  user  fees, 
either  through  increased  fees  or  additional  collection  sites,  if  those 
fees  were  reinvested  at  the  Forests  in  which  they  were  collected  to 
improve  facilities,  maintencuice ,  auid  interpretation  programs? 

Answer:   On  August  10,  1993,  the  President  signed  the  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  which  included  amendments  to  the  Land  &  Water 
Conservation  Fvmd  Act,   which  authorized: 

Entrance  fees  for  National  Monuments,  National  Volcanic  Monuments,  cuid 
National  Scenic  Areas  in  addition  to  National  Recreation  Areas . 

Entrance  fees  not  to  exceed  21  areas  of  concentrated  public  use  and 
which  meet  legislated  criteria.   The  following  9  areas  have  been 
approved  for  entrance  fees  in  1994 : 


R-2   Brainard  Lake 
Lake  Iscibel 
Mt .  Evans 
Rampart  Reservoir 


R-3   Sabino  Canyon 
Saguero  Lake 
Lower  Salt  River 

R-5   Upper  Kern  River 

Big  Tujunga  Ccuiyon 


Recreation  user  fees  for  ccunpgrounds  meeting  five  out  of  nine 
criteria,  boat  launch  facilities,  swimming  sites,  meuiaged  parking 
lots,  picnic  areas,  and  other  specialized  outdoors  recreation  sites. 

Withholding  up  to  15  percent  from  current  year  recreation  admission 
cind  user  fees  to  cover  direct  costs  of  fee  collection. 

A  one  time  fee  of  $10  for  Golden  Age  Passports. 

The  private  sale  of  Golden  Eagle  Passports. 

Golden  Eagle  Passports  that  are  good  for  1  year  from  the  date  of 
purchase  rather  than  for  the  remainder  of  the  calendar  year . 

The  new  legislation  shifts  a  greater  share  of  the  cost  to  the 
recreation  user  for  the  benefits  and  services  they  receive  at  areas 
where  special  facilities,  sites  cuid  prograuns  are  been  provided. 

Under  the  old  law,  entrance  fees  were  only  authorized  at  National 
Recreation  Areas.   Also,  recreation  use  fees  could  be  charged  only  at 
campgrounds,  swimming  sites,  parking  lots  and  other  specialized 
outdoor  recreation  sites  meeting  all  of  the  nine  criteria,  including 
water,  scheduled  patrols,  surface  roads,  scheduled  clean-ups,  etc. 


Status  of  implementation:   Final  review  of  new  regulation  to  implement 
expanded  Lcuid  &  Water  Conservation  Fund  authority  is  underway,  with 
implementation  expected  for  the  1995  field  season. 
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Question:  Provide  a  range  of  optione  to  increasing  user  fees  on  Forest 
Service  lands,  and  indicate  any  statutory  limitations  which  must  be 
amended  to  implement  these  options. 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  has  chartered  a  national  team  to  develop 
options  that  would  increase  resources  availcible  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  recreation  facilities,  amd  would  include  enhjuiced  fee 
collection  and  retention  authority  for  site  operation.   However,  the 
Forest  Service  is  not  in  a  position  to  request  specific,  additional 
authority  at  this  time.   As  our  work  progresses,  we  look  forward  to 
working  with  the  Congress  on  these  issues. 

In  addition  to  increasing  recreation  user  (L&WCF)  fees  to  facilitate 
better  service  to  the  public,  the  Forest  Service  is  exploring  several 
alternatives  to  address  funding  shortfalls,  including  expamded  use  of 
private  sector  investment  in  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  National  Forest  System  developed  sites;  phasing  out 
sites  that  receive  lower  use,  have  high  costs  to  operate  and  maintain, 
amd  have  negative  affects  on  the  ecosystem;  cmd  expamding  use  of 
concessionaire  services  for  operation  and  mainteneuice . 


ECOSYSTEM  PLANNING  INVENTORY  AND  MONITORING 

Question:  Ecosystem  mamagement  was  adopted  by  the  Forest  Service  in 
1992.   Since  then,  funds  have  been  appropriated  to  adopt  the  ecosystem 
management  concept.   How  many  years  will  it  take  to  fully  inclement 
the  concept,  aund  what  will  it  cost  for  the  Forest  Service  cind  other 
Federal  agencies? 

Answer:   Ecosystem  management  meauis  maumaging  the  national  forests  amd 
grasslands  to  achieve  diverse,  healthy,  productive,  and  sustainaible 
ecosystems.  There  is  no  end  point  at  which  time  it  could  be  said  that 
the  concept  has  been  fully  implemented.   It  is  a  process  which  will 
continue  to  evolve . 

In  the  short  run,  costs  accociated  with  ecosystem  mamagement  will  be 
greater.  The  process  incorporates  more  information  over  larger  areas 
amd  rec[uires  additional  ainalysis.   Also,  there  are  new  conponents  in 
ecosystem  management  that  should  be  incorporated  in  our  standard 
agency  processes.    However,  after  several  years  of  dealing  with 
ecosystem  management,  a  "library"  of  information,  particularly  at 
larger  geographic  scales,  will  exist.    Once  this  information  is  in 
place  amd  widely  available,  additional  costs  associated  with  ecosystem 
mamagement  processes  should  decrease . 

Question:  Will  plamning  efforts  under  ecosystem  mamagement  cost  more 
tham  current  planning  efforts?   If  so,  how  much  more? 

Answer:  As  stated  atbove,  costs  will  probaibly  increase,  at  least  in  the 
short  run.   However,  it  is  unclear  as  to  the  aunount  and  timing  of 
costs . 


202 


Question:  How  much  funding  in  the  Range  Management  Program  was  shifted 
to  the  Ecosystem,  Planning,  Inventory  and  Monitoring  in  1995,  and   what 
was  the  progreunmatic  basis  for  identifying  this  amount,  ou^d  how  will 
the  funds  be  used  differently  under  EPIM  than  under  Range  Management? 

Answer:   The  process  used  was  to  identify  portions  of  the  budget 
marked  for  inventory,  pleuining,  and   monitoring  within  the  range 
budget,  which  eunounted  to  approximately  $31.9  million.   The  work 
funded  by  EPIM  will  be  used  for  integrated  inventories,  assessments. 
Regional  and  Forest  planning,  and  monitoring  evaluation  sJaove  the 
project  level. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  proposed  1996  EPIM  funding  will  be  used  for 
support  of  ecosystem -based  rangeland  activities  at  the  project  and 
national  levels? 

Answer:   EPIM  will  fund  work  eUDOve  the  project  level.   Amounts  are  not 
identified  by  resource;  consequently  tracking  by  specific  resource 
activities  is  not  possible.   Funding  will  be  used  in  support  of  the 
redesign  of  single  resource  inventories  to  an  integrated  inventory 
that  contributes  to,  suid  is  supportive  of,  a  common  data  structure. 

Question:  Provide  specific  details  on  how  EPIM  funds  will  be  used  in 
1995  and  1996,  including  cuid  any  data  that  the  Committee  can  review  to 
understand  performauice  goals  amd  measure  actual  accomplishments. 

Answer:   Accomplishment  will  be  reported  in  terms  of  the  following: 

I .  Forest  Plans 

--Forest  plans  completed 
--Forest  plaui  revisions 
--Forest  plan  amendments 

II.  Assessments  Completed 

- -A  characterization  of  an  ecosystem  sibove  project  level  i.e., 
eco- regional  assessments,  watershed  assessments. 

III .  Inventory 

- -An  inventory  or  group  of  inventories  designed  to  meet  multiple 
needs  for  information  at  various  scales  aJsove  the  project 
level . 

Acconplishment  reporting  has  been  built  into  the  Regional  Foresters' 
performance  standards . 


WILDLIFE  AND  FISH  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  With  additional  anadromous  fish  recently  proposed  for 
listing  as  threatened  or  endangered,  what  will  be  the  effect  of  the 
proposed  reduction  in  funding  for  anadromous  fish  management? 

Answer:  Mcuiagement  activities  associated  with  the  requirements  for 
listed,  proposed,  or  sensitive  species  (e.g.,  completion  of  biological 
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evaluations,  consultation,  recovery  planning  and  implementation)  are 
funded  from  the  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species  expanded 
budget  line  item.   The  reduction  in  the  Anadromous  Fisheries  expanded 
budget  line  item  is  off -set  by  am  increase  in  the  Threatened, 
Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species  expanded  budget  line  item. 

Question:  Provide  information  on  the  number  of  federally  listed,  as 
well  as  sensitive,   plemt  and  amimal  species  on  NFS  lands  by  State  and 
region. 

Answer:  Number  of  federally  listed  cuid  sensitive  plant  and  animal 
species  by  region: 


REGION 

LISTED 

SPECIES 

SENSITIVE 

SPECIES 

Plant; 

Animal 

Tptal 
1 

Plant 

Animal 

Tptal 

Northern 

3 

11 

14 

176 

38 

214 

Rocky  Mtn . 

5 

18 

23 

79 

86 

165 

Southwestern 

11 

32 

43 

132 

198 

330 

Intermountain 

7 

19 

26 

206 

20 

226 

Pacific  SW 

17 

32 

49 

289 

15 

304 

Pacific  NW 

1 

IG 

17 

380 

56 

436 

Southern 

57 

92 

149 

562 

240 

802 

Eastern 

16 

20 

36 

128 

74 

202 

Alaska 

0 

4 

4 

22 

9 

31 

Number  of  federally  LISTED  species  by  state: 


Reqion 

State     S 

of  Specie? 

Northern 

Montana 

7 

Idaho 

8 

N.  Dakota 

7 

Rocky  Mtn. 

Colorado 

19 

Nebraska 

3 

S .  Dakota 

5 

Wyoming 

10 

Southwest 

Arizona 

29 

New  Mexico 

21 

Intermountain 

Idaho 

8 

Utah 

11 

Nevada 

6 

Pacific  SW 

California 

49 

Pacific  NW 

Washington 

8 

Oregon 

15 

Southern 

Oklahoma 

6 

Texas 

3 

Alabama 

20 

204 


Arkansas 

14 

Florida 

20 

Georgia 

22 

Kentucky 

18 

Louisiana 

4 

Mississippi 

9 

N.  Carolina 

30 

S.  Carolina 

14 

Tennessee 

33 

Virginia 

28 

Puerto  Rico 

11 

Illinois 

7 

Indicuia 

5 

Maine 

1 

Michigan 

12 

Minnesota 

4 

Missouri 

7 

New  Heui^shire 

3 

New  York 

0 

Ohio 

2 

Pennsylveinia 

7 

Vermont 

1 

W.  Virginia 

9 

Wisconsin 

3 

Alaska 


Alaska 


Numbers  of  sensitive  species  by  state  are  not  available  at  this  time.   This 
information  will  be  provided  as  soon  as  it  is  compiled. 

Question:  Under  the  Administration's  proposal  to  increase  funding  for 
Threatened  and  Endangered  species  by  $6.4  million,  what  will  be  done 
to  prevent  the  additional  listing  of  species,  as  well  as  the  to 
achieve  the  recovery  and  delisting  of  species? 

Answer :  Top  priority  will  be  given  for  the  development  and 
implementation  of  conservation  strategies  for  the  species  with  a  high 
likelihood  of  being  listed.  This  includes  the  bull  trout,  several 
stocks  of  salmon,  goshawk,  California  spotted  owl,  inland  cutthroat 
trout  and  small  forest  carnivores.   In  addition,  several  plant 
communities  with  large  numbers  of  rare  species  will  be  targeted  for 
habitat  restoration,  such  as  the  southwestern  riparian  auid  Great 
Plains  grassland  communities.   The  restoration  of  haJaitats  with  the 
use  of  timber  memagement  and  prescribed  fire  will  be  a  major  portion 
of  our  recovery  efforts  via  the  forest  health  initiative.   The 
identified  increase  in  the  proposed  budget  is  just  a  small  portion  of 
the  opportionities  for  listing  prevention  and  species  recovery  work 
identified  by  the  Regions.   The  FY-96  budget  funds  only  15%  of  the 
identified  recovery  opportunities  and  41%  of  the  identified  listing 
prevention  opportunities. 


Question:  What  would  be  the  effect  of  maintaining  the  TES  funding  at 
the  1995  level  in  1996? 
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Answer:  We  would  be  unable  to  move  ahead  with  amy  marked 
implcTientation  of  identified  conservation  strategy,  or  have  any  marked 
habitat  restoration  activities  completed.   The  bottom  line  would  be  a 
continued  re-actionary  program  with  little  or  no  listing  prevention 
successes  and  little  impact  on  the  backlog  of  necessary  habitat 
restoration  work.  The  longer  we  wait  on  these  efforts,  the  more  costly 
they  will  become;  for  example,  the  prescibed  fire  in  the  western 
ponderosa  pine  habitats  for  the  conservation  of  the  northern  goshawk 
or  longleaf  pine  restoration  in  the  southeast .   There  are  a  large 
number  of  localized  endemic  plants  species  that  can  be  stabilized  and 
habitat  secured  with  very  little  effort;  the  opportunities  of 
preventing  the  need  to  list  these  "easy"  successes  will  be  foregone. 

Question:  What  programs  eind  efforts  does  the  FS  have  to  provide  for 
habitat  for  species  so  that  they  do  not  deteriorate  to  the  extent  that 
federal  listing  is  needed? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  has  several  on-going  programs  euid  efforts 
whose  primary  purpose  is  to  prevent  the  need  for  listing  of  additional 
species . 

Forest  Service  policy  through  the  sensitive  species  progreun  provides 
for  special  care  to  be  taken  with  species  which  are  not  Federally 
listed,  but  whose  population  vis^Dility  is  a  concern  emd  those  that  are 
official  Ccuididates  for  Federal  listing.   Under  this  policy,  proposed 
activities  are  evaluated  for  their  potential  effects  on  sensitive 
species  through  the  biological  evaluation  process,  and  voluntary 
actions  are  taken  to  reduce  in^acts,  when  necessary.   Through  such 
efforts  we  Ccui  reduce  the  number  of  future  listings. 

We  have  recently  signed  a  Memoreuidum  of  Dndersteuiding  (MOO)  with  four 
other  agencies  (Bureau  of  Leind  Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  cind  National  Park  Service)  and  one 
non-government  organization  (International  Association  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Agencies)  to  cooperatively  work  toward  the  goal  of  preventing 
the  need  for  listing  of  additional  species.  Several  other  government 
agencies  are  interested  in  signing  this  MOU. 

We  are  also  actively  pursuing  the  development  of  Habitat  Conservation 
Assessments  (HCAs)  for  priority  species.  These  assessments  provide 
detailed  information  on  the  current  status  and  biology  for  these 
species  euid  the  knowledge  neccessary  to  develop  conservation 
strategies  that  will  be  chart  the  course  to  be  cible  the  preclude  the 
need  to  list  these  species.   HCAs  have  been  completed  for  marbled 
murrelet,  small  forest  owls,  bull  trout  euid  forest  carnivores.   Others 
that  will  be  completed  this  year  are  the  northern  goshawk  and  interior 
cutthroat  trout . 

Conservation  strategies,  where  meuiagement  guidance  is  provided  to 
protect  a  species  cuid  prevent  the  need  for  listing,  are  being  prepared 
for  the  bull  trcut,  Arizona  willow,  northern  goshawk,  California 
spotted  owl,  serveral  large  forest  carnivores  auid  several  plant 
species.   We  are  attenpting  to  develop  these  strategies  on  a  heibitat 
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or  community  basis  and  mauiage  for  multiple  species.   An  exeunple  of 
multi -species  strategies  include  the  riparieui  intiative  in  the 
southwestern  United  States  and  the  longleaf  pine  mcuiagement  in  the 
southeastern  United  States.    In  addition,  conservation  agreements  are 
being  prepared  for  several  species  that  regulatory  agencies  have 
identified  as  high  priority  for  listing.   Vfhen  completed,  these 
agreements  between  the  Forest  Service  and  Fish  auid  Wildlife  Service  or 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  state  that  if  the  FS  follows  the 
agreed-upon  conservation  strategy,  it  would  preclude  the  need  to  list 
these  species.   Species  for  which  agreements  are  being  prepared 
include  the  Arizona  willow,  Cowknob  salcunander  in  Virginia  and  the 
talus  snail  in  Arizona. 

Question:  What  has  been  the  result  of  the  6  habitat  conservation 
assessments  you  completed  in  1994  and  1995? 

Answer:   The  result  has  been  the  consolidation  of  state-of-the-art 
information  on  these  species  groups,  putting  us  in  the  position  to 
complete  conservation  strategies  and  to  move  forward  with  listing 
preventing  habitat  work.   These  "HCA's"  gives  us  a  biological 
foundation  to  design  our  conservation  efforts,  identify  any  gaps  in 
existing  information,  and  provides  a  momentium  in  conservation  of 
these  priority  species.   The  development  of  the  assessment  for  the 
declining  anadromous  fish  stocks  in  the  inter-mountain  west  lead 
directly  to  the  completion  of  the  PACFISH  guidelines.   This 
conservation  strategy  solved  the  in^ass  concerning  the  PRC  litigation 
injunction  on  the  Idaho  National  Forests  emd  paved  the  way  to 
completition  of  the  Forest  Plan  consultations  on  the  SnaJce  River 
salmon.   The  earilier  HCA  on  the  California  spotted  owl  (CASPO)  has 
been  the  buiding  block  for  the  proposed  management  strategy  for  the 
Sierram  forests  in  California. 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  has  participated  in  several  recent 
inter-agency  efforts  for  conservation  that  have  been  formalized  with 
inter-agency  Memoranda  of  Ondersteuidings .   Provide  a  summary  of  these 
efforts,  including  listing  prevention.  Native  Plauit  Conservation,  and 
endangered  species  management;  and  discuss  how  these  efforts  provide 
both  enhanced  conditions  on  the  ground  and  reduced  costs. 

Answer :  As  a  direct  result  of  the  listing  prevention  MOO,  about  thirty 
Forest  Service  projects  are  were  conpleted  in  FY  94.   These  are  evenly 
divided  between  hedsitat  conservation  assessments,  strategy 
development,  and  inplementation  amd  conservation  agreements.  All  taxa 
are  represented  in  this  early  work,  but  plants  were  by  far  the 
greatest  effort  (81V)  ,  insects  (3%)  ,  fish  (7*)  ,  euiphibians  (1%)  ,  suid 
mammals  (8%) .   All  of  the  projects  involved  sensitive  species  and  most 
were  federal  caindidates.   The  projects  covered  a  variety  of 
geographical  scales  auid  groupings  from  63%  individual  species,  9% 
species  groups,  6%  habitat  types,  17%  geographical  areas,  amd  5%  large 
landscape  scale  projects. 

Generally,  species  specific  projects  were  less  costly  and  smaller  in 
scope  tham  species  group  amd  large  landscape  scale  projects,  which 
were  expensive  and  long-term.   Initial  project  atteiif>ts  were 
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successful  in  providing  interagency  focus  and  direction,  improved 
efficiency  of  staff  and  budgets,  bridging  traditional  organizational 
lines,  and  providing  quality  program  feedback.   This  MOU  has  been  very 
productive  in  focusing  our  efforts  on  priority  species  or  habitats, 
and  fostering  cooperation  between  the  agencies  and  states .   Tremendous 
cost  savings  have  occurred  by  minimizing  duplication  of  effort  between 
agencies  and  obtaining  agreement  on  what  species  we  should  work  on. 

The  basic  benefit  of  emphasizing  listing  prevention  in  our  threatened 
and  endcingered  species  program  is  increased  chamces  of  successfully 
conserving  species  and  their  habitats,  rather  them  waiting  until  their 
status  becomes  so  deteriorated  (needing  listing  under  ESA)  that 
recovery  becomes  difficult  amd  costly,  both  in  dollars  and  potential 
conflicts  with  other  forest  resources  and  uses.   The  listing 
prevention  MOU  has  been  instrumental  in  being  eUsle  to  move  forward 
with  this  objective.   This  is  a  tremendous  cost  savings  prograun. 

Question:  By  far  the  most  numerous  of  your  federally  listed  or 
sensitive  species  are  plants.   Explain  what  efforts  are  underway  to 
provide  conservation  of  these  species  and  their  habitats  and  what 
efforts  provide  for  an  orderly  use  of  the  forest  and  range  resources 
such  as  timber,  minerals,  recreational  opportunities  and  forage. 

Answer :  Yes,  plants  comprise  aUaout  40  percent  of  the  federally  listed 
species  on  National  Forest  Leuids,  and  are  about  70  percent  of  the 
Forest  Service  Sensitive  Species.   The  general  program  elements 
described  in  our  response  to  Question  271  pertain  directly  to  the  rare 
plants.   In  FY  94  about  40%  of  the  expenditures  for  listed  or 
sensitive  species  were  for  rare  plant  conservation  and  recovery. 
Priority  has  been  placed  on  rare  plant  conservation  strategy 
development,  especially  for  multi- species  or  plamt  community 
strategies . 

Most  of  our  rare  plants  are  very  localized  and  have  restricted 
distributions;  therefore  relatively  easy  to  manage.   Potential 
conflicts  between  rare  plants  and  other  National  Forest  resources  auid 
uses  are  relatively  minor  and  easily  avoided.   Ecosystem  restoration 
and  forest  health  techniques  will  benefit  most  of  our  rare  plants. 
The  biological  evaluation  process  is  designed  to  be  integrated  with 
the  inter-disclipinary  NBPA  process  to  ensure  that  any  affects  on 
Sensitive  Species  are  identified  and  considered  in  the  implemention  of 
site  specific  projects.  This  process  ensures  that  species  can  be 
sustained  in  their  representive  communities,  and  an  orderly  use  of 
other  National  Forest  resources  can  occur.  Our  only  limitation  is  the 
lack  of  botanical  staffing  in  some  Regions. 

Some  of  the  rare  plant  challenge  cost  share  projects  we  are  involved 
with  include:  the  prairie  fringed  orchard  in  North  Dakota,  northern 
monkshood  in  South  DaUcota,  auid  rare  plant  community  assessments  in  the 
Negrito  ecosystem  project  in  New  Mexico.   Ecosystem  restoration  of  the 
Taible  Mountain  pine  community  in  the  mountains  of  North  Carolina  is 
providing  secure  haibitats  for  the  mountain  golden  heather  and  Heller's 
blazing  star  through  the  use  of  prescribed  fire. 
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Question:  How  much  of  the  TES  funding  goes  for  recovery,  how  much  goes 
for  providing  biological  cinalyses  to  clear  commodity  projects  such  as 
timber,  grazing,  mining,  and  how  much  goes  to  habitat  mcuiagement  that 
manages  species  before  they  are  listed? 

Answer :  The  following  table  summarizes  our  FY  94  expenditures,  FY  95 
implementation  euid  FY  9G  estimate  by  program  components.   Recovery 
includes  inventories,  haUoitat  restoration  amd  activities  for  federally 
listed  species.   Protection  includes  the  support  costs  to  ccanplete  the 
biolgical  evaluations  and  coordiation  time  needed  to  assess  and 
mitigate  potential  impacts  of  proposed  activities.   Listing  prevention 
includes  inventories,-  development  of  conservation  assessments, 
strategies  euid  agreements;  habitat  restoration  and  species 
conservation  activities  designed  to  prevent  the  need  to  list  species. 


FY94      FY95      FY96  estimate 
(Million  Dollars) 

Recovery:      8.5       9.45      11.7 

Protection:    5.4       9.5       7.7 

Listing 

Prevention:     13.8      15.3      19.1 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT 

276.     Question:  Provide  data  whether  or  not  pest  suppression  and  vegetation 
management  are  gaining  or  losing  ground  in  their  ability  to  address 
programmatic  needs? 

Answer :  Following  is  the  budget  and  accon^lishment  trend  for  noxious 
weed  management  from  1990-1994: 

Noxious  Weed  Dollars  Acres  Accomplished 

(M$) 

1990  1,161  21,589 

1991  2,117  44,958 

1992  2,053  36,475 

1993  2,167  42,814 

1994  2,231  48,624 

Although  progress  has  been  made,  we  are  just  scratching  the  surface  of 
the  problem.   Millions  of  National  Forest  system  acres  are  affected  by 
noxious  weeds.   Weed  infestations  often  require  several  treatments, 
therefore,  accooqplishments  may  be  reported  for  the  Scune  acres  in  more 
than  one  year. 
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277.  Question:  To  address  a  large  volume  of  grazing  permits  that  are  up  for 
renewal,   the  budget  proposes  to  double  the  funding  and  staffing 
levels  for  rangeleuid  management  to  $43,450,000  auid  616  FTEs .   Explain 
the  background  on  the  cycle  of  grazing  permit  renewals,  and  how 
renewals  were  handled  prior  to  1990. 

Answer:  The  proposal  is  part  of  the  President's  Rangeland   Restoration 
and  Management  initiative.   The  primary  focus  will  be  restoration  of 
rangelands  having  unsatisfactory  resource  conditions  with  special 
emphasis  on  riparian  areas  and  conflicts  with  threatened  and 
endamgered  species.   Upon  ejqairation,  a  new  permit  must  be  issued  and 
a  new  decision  made  if  the  use  is  to  continue.   Previously,  it  was 
felt  that  having  permits  expire  in  a  common  year  would  expedite 
processing  of  associated  paperwork.   Allotment  management  plans  were 
developed  in  compliance  with  NEPA  and  subsequent  permit  issuance  for 
the  allotment  was  considered  cm  implementing  procedure  not  requiring 
further  NEPA  documentation. 

278.  Question:  Briefly  explain  how  court  decisions  have  changed  the  process 
for  renewing  permits. 

Answer:  Under  NEPA,  the  Forest  Service  has  a  responsibility  to  analyze 
the  environmental  effects  when  it  is  undertaking  a  proposed  action 
that  is  likely  to  have  environmental  effects.   Clearly,  grazing  on 
federal  Icinds  has  environmental  effects.   The  point  at  which  NEPA 
coit^jliance  is  required  is  the  point  at  which  the  agency  is  preparing 
to  make  a  decision.   In  the  current  situation  related  to  the  grazing 
permits,  the  issuance  of  new  grazing  permits  is  the  decision  point. 

279.  Question:  What  is  the  current  number  of  grazing  allotments,  allotment 
acreage,  active  allotment  acreage  cuid  permits? 

Answer :  There  are  9,413  grazing  allotments  containing  95,937,333 
National  Forest  System  acres  amd  107,598,441  total  acres,  and  8,639 
active  grazing  allotments  containing  88,192,388  National  Forest  system 
acres  and  98,775,285  total  acres.   In  1994  there  were  8,970  paid 
grazing  permits. 

280.  Question:  How  many  allotments  currently  have  proper  NEPA  compliances 
for  their  management  plams,  amd  how  many  grazing  permits  are  currently 
renewed  annually? 

Answer:  The  1994  allotment  status  report  indicates  that  2,952  active 
grazing  allotments  have  allotment  management  plams  prepared  in 
compliamce  with  NEPA.   In  average  years  (not  including  1995  and  1996) , 
approximately  10-15  %  of  all  grazing  permits  e:q)ire  or  are  waived 
recjuiring  issuauice  of  a  new  permit. 

281.  Question:  How  mamy  permits  are  up  for  renewal  by  the  end  of  calendar 
1995  that  will  require  a  NEPA  compliamce  for  the  allotment  management 
plan? 


210 


Answer :  There  are  approximately  2,900  term  grazing  permits  which  will 
expire  in  1995.   All  require  NEPA  complieince  to  issue  a  new  permit. 

Question:  How  long  will  it  take  to  renew  all  of  the  grazing  permits 
that  will  expire  by  the  end  of  1995? 

Answer :  The  Chief  is  currently  in^lementing  a  strategy,  which  was 
designed  to  both  ensure  complieunce  with  NEPA  euid  other  applicable  laws 
and  regulations  in  a  timely  and  efficient  mauiner  and  enable  the  Forest 
Service  to  issue  a  new  term  grazing  permit,  where  appropriate.   The 
strategy  provides  a  framework  against  which  each  expiring  permit  can 
be  assessed  and   categorized  according  to  likelihood  of  adverse 
environmental  effects  of  issuing  a  new  permit.   This  categorization 
allows  the  agency  to  consider  grouping  permits  for  NEPA  complicuice  and 
to  prioritize  cuialysis  needs  and  the  timing  of  permit  issuance.   The 
Agency  is  aggressively  pursuing  the  Chief's  strategy. 

Question:  Beyond  1996,  what  are  the  anticipated  staffing  eund  ftinding 
levels  to  process  all  of  the  grazing  permit  renewals,  and  when  will 
the  fvmding  and  staffing  levels  come  down,  and  to  what  new  funding  eind 
staffing  level  will  they  return? 

Answer:  Issuing  new  permits  will  not  relieve  the  Forest  Service  from 
administrative  responsibilities  or  resource  evaluation  and  monitoring 
required  by  good  stewardship.   There  is  a  need  to  complete 
comprehensive  euialyses  on  over  5,000  grazing  allotments.   Fvmding  and 
staffing  should  be  maintained  after  permits  are  issued  to  ensure 
proper  administration  of  reingeland  resources. 

Question:  How  does  the  Forest  Service  plcui  to  streamline  the  NEPA 
process  for  renewing  allotment  memagement  plans,  and  will  it  require 
changes  to  regulations? 

Answer :  A  detailed  inplementation  plan  and  Forest  Service  hcmdbook 
supplement  have  been  developed  that  address  complieuice  for  issuing 
grazing  permits  under  different  resource  scenarios .   The  Forest 
Service  has  published  a  proposed  rule  that  would,  inter  alia,  clarify 
the  range  management  planning  and  decisionmaking  process.  (59  Fed. 
Reg.  22074-22098  (;^ril  28,  1994)). 

Question:  Does  the  Forest  Service  have  the  authority  to  extend  permits 
if  it  cannot  complete  NEPA  compliance  when  the  permits  expire  at  the 
end  of  calendar  1995?  Will  it  be  needed? 

Answer :  Term  grazing  permits  are  usually  issued  for  a  10  year  period 
emd  are  not  "renewed"  because  section  402  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1752)  limits  the  duration  of  a 
term  grazing  permit  to  10  years.   If  the  holder  of  eui  expiring  term 
grazing  permit  has  conplied  with  the  terms  and   conditions  of  the 
permit  cmd  remains  eligible  and  c[ualified,  that  individual  is 
considered  to  be  a  preferred  applicant  for  a  new  term  grazing  permit 
in  the  event  that  the  Secretary  determines  that  grazing  remains  an 
appropriate  use  of  the  affected  National  Forest  System  land.   For  a 
small  percentage  of  the  grazing  permits  that  will  ejqpire  or  be  waived 
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to  the  Secretary  by  the  end  of  1996,  the  Secretary's  strategy  for 
compliance  with  NEPA  and  other  applicable  laws  will  not  provide  for 
the  timely  issueince  of  new  term  grazing  permits.   The  administration 
does  support  the  concept  of  a  legislative  short-term  fix  to  the 
issuamce  of  new  grazing  permits,  in  circumstances  in  which  a  new 
permit  would  not  otherwise  be  issued  solely  because  of  lack  of 
compliance  with  NEPA. 

Question :  Provide  bill  language  which  would  provide  authority  to 
extend  permits  until  the  NEPA  compliance  can  be  completed. 

Answer:  Several  bills  and  amendments  to  bills  have  been  introduced 
requiring  issuance  of  permits  until  compliemce  with  NEPA  and  other 
applicable  laws  can  be  achieved.   We  are  currently  analyzing  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

Question:  What  are  the  Forest  Service's  plcuis  to  address  this  huge 
backlog  of  grazing  permit  renewals  in  1995?  Why  wasn't  this  large 
workload  budgeted  in  the  1995  budget? 

Answer :  Issuing  new  grazing  permits  to  holders  of  permits  expiring  on 
or  before  December  31,  1995  is  am  Agency  priority.   The  Forest  Service 
will  use  reprogrammed  funds  amd  guidance  in  the  implementation  plain 
and  hcindbook  previously  referred  to  for  this  effort.   The  FY  1995 
appropriation  for  rauige  mamagement  was  only  42%  of  the  FY  1994 
appropriation  and  45%  of  the  FY  1990-1994  five  year  average.   The 
Agency  request  for  rauige  mauiagement  in  FY  1995  was  $66.3  million. 


RECREATION  USE 

Question:  Explain  the  basis  on  which  recreation  funds  are  allocated, 
including  a  breakdown  of  relevant  regional  data. 

Answer :   Recreation  mauiagement  funds  are  allocated  to  the  Regions 
based  on  auinual  priorities  auid  implementation  strategy  for  scheduling 
of  activities  within  its  Forest  Latnd  auid  Resource  Mauiagement  Plaui. 
Each  Region  amnually  determines  the  prograun  mix  of  its  resources 
within  overall  allocated  budget  constraints.   This  mix  determination 
takes  into  account  such  factors  as  demand  for  recreation  activities 
(visitor  days) ,  condition  of  facilities,  operation  and   maintenance, 
backlog  needs,  etc.  relative  to  other  Regional  resource  priorities. 
Final  appropriations  received  by  the  Forest  Service  for  the  recreation 
mamagement  budget  line  item  are  then  allocated  to  each  Region  based  on 
these  previously  identified  priorities. 

Question:  The  budget  includes  a  $9  million  and  69  FTE  increase  for 
recreation  mamagement  to  reduce  the  $818  million  backlog  of  facility 
maintenance  by  2%.   What  is  the  total  Challenge  Cost-share  for  this 
prograun,  how  much  of  the  increase  will  be  put  into  Challenge 
Cost -share,  and  what  is  the  capacity  to  increase  Challenge  Cost -share 
for  this  prograun  to  more  aggressively  address  the  repair  backlog? 
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Answer:  The  FY  1996  budget  includes  $7.9  million  for  Challenge 
Cost-share  (CCS)  in  recreation  management,  an  increase  of  $2.7  million 
over  the  FY  1995  CCS  level  of  $5.2  million. 

We  have  the  ability  to  increase  Challenge  Cost -share  projects  beyond 
the  budgeted  $7.9  million  level,  if  additional  funding  is  provided 
beyond  the  FY  1996  budget  request.   An  estimated  $1.5  million  in 
projects  have  the  needed  NGPA  documentation  in  place  to  accontplish 
work  in  FY  1996. 

290.  Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  if  there  were  no  funding  increase 
in  1996  for  recreation  mcuiagement,  assuming  the  proposed  reduction  in 
wilderness  meinagement  will  be  approved? 

Answer:   Non-wilderness  trail  mainteneince  would  be  reduced  by  3,578 
miles.   Only  the  highest  priority  work  on  the  administration  of  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers,  operation  cuid  management  of  Scenic  Byways, 
administration  of  recreation  special  use  sites,  interpretive  services 
euid  mamagement  of  congressionally  designated  areas  would  be  done.   No 
expcuision  of  partnerships  would  occur. 

291.  Question:  The  budget  proposes  a  $13.4  million  cind  87  FTE  reduction  for 
wilderness  mamagement  in  1996.   What  is  the  impact  of  this  reduction 
in  terms  of  what  will  not  be  done? 

Answer : The  highest  priority  management  needs  for  the  34.6  million 
acres  will  be  addressed,  including  scientific,  scenic,  educational, 
conservation,  historical  and   recreational  uses.   Planning  for  enhauiced 
ecosystem  mamagement  amd  appropriate  stamdards  and  guidelines  will  be 
limited.   There  will  be  minimal  project  level  monitoring  of  pollution, 
exotic  weeds  amd  pests  and  other  major  threats  to  the  wilderness 
system.   Prescribed  fire  implementation  will  be  severly  reduced 
resulting  in  the  wilderness  continuing  to  exhibit  heavy  fuel  loading, 
unnatural  conditions  and  public  safety  concerns. 

Trail  maintenance  for  wilderness  will  provide  for  maintenamce  on 
16,450  miles  of  the  highest  priority  trails,  5,268  miles  less  tham  in 
FY  1995.   This  reduced  maintenance  may  make  some  trails  inaccessible. 
Reduced  levels  of  funding  will  only  provide  for  routine  maintenance, 
including  clearing  the  pathway  of  encroaching  vegetation,  correcting 
safety  hazards,  amd  light  maintenance  of  trail  tread,  drainage 
structures,  bridges,  amd  signs.   This  level  will  not  provide  for  any 
heavy  maintenamce  and  will  result  in  increased  outyear  costs  as  this 
deferred  maintenance  becomes  a  need  for  reconstruction. 

292.  Question:  What  is  the  impact  if  there  were  no  funding  increase  in  1996 
for  heritage  resources? 

Answer :  No  funding  increase  for  the  heritage  resource  expamded  budget 
line  item  would  provide  $15.2  million,  which  would  continue  the  FY 
1995  program  levels.   We  could  maintain  the  current  number  of  projects 
that  provide  public  access  to  heritage  sites  amd  experiences  (eg. 
interpretive  sites  amd  public  participation  through  Passport  In  Time) , 
but  would  not  expand  these  opportunities  to  meet  the  growing  demamd. 
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EmphasiB  on  protection,  stabilization,  and  restoration  o£  Icnown  sites 
would  decrease.   We  could  continue  discovery  and  treatment  of  remains 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act,  but  only  at  a  minimum  level. 


FORSSTTiAND  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  shows  the  costs  of  timber  sale 
preparation,  support  costs,  and   road  costs  to  increase  the  timber  sale 
volume  in  100  MMBF  increments  cibove  the  request  up  to  an  additional 
500  MMBF.   If  possible,  indicate  the  regions  which  would  be  able   to 
offer  most  of  the  additional  volumes  for  these  increments. 


Answer: 

Addi 

-tional 

Additional 

Costs 

Volume 

Sale  Prep 

Roads 

Regions 

(MMBF) 

(thousand 

dollars) 

0 

-  100 

$6,638 

$341 

8,  9 

101 

-  200 

$6,638 

$341 

8,  9 

201 

-  300 

$7,740 

$1,273 

1,  5 

301 

-  400 

$7,854 

$1,327 

5 

401 

-  500 

$7,081 

$3,194 

2,  3,  4 

501 

-  588 

$9,896 

$1,471 

10 

Sale  preparation  costs  include  resource  support  under  the  new  budget 
structure  approved  in  1995. 
MMBF  =  million  board  feet 

Question:  What  is  the  relation  of  the  funding  for  timber  sales  to  the 
road  construction  to  support  the  sales,  and  how  does  the  timing  of 
road  construction  relate  to  the   #0001896  Gate#000188  process  for 
timber  sales  outlined  on  page  8-54  of  the  Expleuiatory  Notes? 

Answer:  They  are  directly  related.  For  example,  in  gate  1,  sale  area 
road  reconnaisctfice  is  done,  in  gate  2  an  extensive  transportation 
analysis  is  made,  in  gate  3,  survey  and  design  including  all  field 
wor)c  is  completed  and  all  R-O-W's  are  secured,  and  in  gate  4,  office 
wor)t  is  completed  with  estimates  of  cost  euid  a  final  set  of  plams  aind 
specifications.   Our  euinual  request  for  funding  involves  all  of  these 
steps  and  is  brolcen  down  as  to  type  of  activities  on  page  10-29  of  the 
Explanatory  Notes . 


Question:  Given  the  time  it  takes  to  prepare  a  sale,  what  is  the 
practical  limit  of  the  Forest  Service's  capacity  to  increase  the 
timber  volume  offered  in  1996  if  additional  funds  were  available  in 
1996? 
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Answer:  We  assume  this  question  refers  to  the  regular  or  green  portion 
of  the  timber  sale  program  and  does  not  include  salvage.   There  are 
two  limiting  factors  to  our  aJsility  to  increase  the  green  volume 
offered  for  sale  in  fiscal  year  1996.   The  first  is  the  lack  of 
advcunced  sale  preparation.   Our  field  units  need  to  be  preparing  sales 
today  for  offer  in  fiscal  year  1996;  funding  and  recent  downsizing 
limit  our  ability  to  accomplish  this.   Second,  our  ability  to  increase 
the  green  program  in  fiscal  year  1996  can  be  limited  if  there  are 
large  increases  in  the  salvage  sale  program,  as  the  same  people  work 
on  both  green  and  salvage  sales.   The  western  regions  will  be  most 
affected  if  there  are  increases  in  the  salvage  program. 

If  we  assume  the  salvage  sale  program  remains  at  about  1.5  billion 
board  feet,  then  it  is  practical  to  increase  the  green  program  by 
approximately  375  to  575  million  board  feet  in  fiscal  year  1996.   If 
the  salvage  sale  program  is  increased  primarily  in  the  western 
regions,  then  it  would  still  be  practical  to  increase  the  green 
progrctm  in  the  Eastern,  Southern  and  Alaska  regions  by  about  175  to 
275  million  board  feet. 

296.     Question:  What  areas  are  affected  by  the  California  spotted  owl,  and 
what  restrictions  and  meuiagement  pleuis  are  currently  in  place  to 
protect  the  owl? 

Answer:  The  California  spotted  owl  is  found  throughout  the  10  national 
forests  within  the  Sierra  Nevadan  province  of  California:  TaUioe, 
Lassen,  Eldorado,  Inyo,  Steuiislaus,  Sierra,  Plumas,  Modoc,  Sequoia, 
eind  Lake  Tahoe  Basin  Management  Unit.   In  southern  California,  the 
spotted  owl  is  found  in  the  Los  Padres,  Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  and 
Cleveland  forests.   The  current  EIS  effort  is  for  the  Sierran  province 
only.   A  separate  analysis  will  be  done  for  the  southern  California 
forests  because  habitat  utilized  by  owls  in  this  area  differs  greatly 
from  the  Sierra  Nevada  province,  and  populations  appear  to  be  in 
greater  decline. 

The  restrictions  and  management  pleins  that  are  currently  in  place  are 
embodied  within  the  Interim  Guidelines  Environmental  Assessment,  the 
decision  for  which  became  effective  in  March,  1993.   The  Interim 
Guidelines  essentially  adopted  the  recommendations  for  heibitat 
management,  which  were  made  by  a  technical  team  of  scientists  in 
1992.   Guidelines  eind  recommendations  were  designed  to  maintain  future 
management  options  for  the  California  spotted  owl  until  a  longer  term 
strategy  is  developed.   These  recomendations  established  standards  and 
guidelines  for  the  the  meuiagement  of  1)  300-acre  Protected  Activity 
Centers  (PAC)  which  surround  all  nest  sites  known  as  of  December, 
1992;  2)  selected  timber  strata,  which  are  forested  stsuid  types  that 
were  selected  for  nesting  by  owls,  and  3)  other  timber  strata  which 
are  forested  steind  types  that,  although  used  for  nesting  by  owls,  were 
not  significantly  selected  by  the  owls  based  on  their  availability. 
This  interim  strategy  is  one  of  the  alternatives  being  considered  in 
the  EIS. 
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Question:  What  are  the  Forest  Service's  plauis  and  timeframes  for 
addressing  the  issues  relating  to  below-cost  timber  sales? 

Answer:  At  the  request  of  the  Forest  Service,  am  interagency  teaun 
recently  completed  a  study  of  national  forest  timber  sale  programs, 
their  relationship  to  ecosystem  management,  amd  the  below- cost  timber 
sale  issue.   Their  findings  were  published  in  the  report  "Timber 
Program  Issues:   A  Technical  Examination  of  Policy  Options"  {USDA 
Forest  Service,  1995)  .   The  report  takes  a  cootprehensive  look  at  why 
national  forest  timber  is  harvested  and  how  the  program  may  change 
under  ecosystem  management.   It  also  presents  some  detailed  policy 
options  with  respect  to  the  below-cost  timber  sale  issue.   Now  that 
the  interagency  team  has  completed  their  work,  a  group  of  Washington 
Office  Staff  Directors  is  reviewing  the  report  amd  the  options 
presented.   Their  intent  is  to  develop  a  set  of  agency  recommendations 
by  September,  1995. 

Question:  Will  the  Forest  Service  meet  the  Administration's  goal  of 
phasing  out  below-cost  timber  sales  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1997? 

Answer:  In  his  testimony  before  the  Senate  (June  24,  1993)  regarding 
this  subject.  Under  Secretary  Jim  Lyons  noted  a  lack  of  information 
aUbout  below- cost  timber  sales  and  their  relationship  to  ecosystem 
management .   He  indicated  that  we  should  take  a  cautious  approach 
until  that  information  is  available.   The  policy  options  developed  by 
the  interagency  team  in  their  study  of  the  timber  prograun  provide  the 
information  needed  amd  span  a  wide  range  of  approaches  to  dealing  with 
the  below-cost  timber  sale  issue.   The  in^lementation  of  some  of  those 
policy  options  would  phase-out  below-cost  timber  sales  by  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  (FY)  1997.   Others  would  refraune  the  below-cost  issue  amd, 
if  adopted,  would  effectively  revise  the  FY  1997  goal.   At  this  time, 
the  Forest  Service  is  not  ruling  out  amy  of  the  policy  options.   They 
are  all  viaible  amd  could  be  used  to  address  the  issue.   In  the  mean 
time,  many  of  the  Iselow-cost  national  forests  have  significantly 
improved  their  financial  picture.   In  FY  1993,  47  national  forests 
with  timber  commodity  harvest  over  1  million  board  feet  reported 
losses.   In  FY  1994,  that  number  dropped  to  36  national  forests. 
Increased  timber  prices  and  closer  attention  to  cost  control  have 
contributed  to  this  reduction  in  below- cost  prograuns. 

Question:  According  to  GAO,  States  such  as  Washington  amd  Montama  make 
large  net  profits  from  timber  sales.   How  do  they  operate  differently 
tham  the  Forest  Service  so  as  to  fully  cover  all  costs?  Do  they  have 
fewer  administrative  or  regulatory  requirements? 

Answer :   It  is  importamt  to  bear  in  mind  that  national  forest  timber 
sales  make  quite  respectable  profits  when  considered  from  am 
agencywide  basis.   Each  year  since  the  agency  begam  tracking  timber 
sale  revenues  and  costs  through  TSPIRS  in  1989,  it  has  produced  a 
profit- -in  FY  1994,  national  forests  produced  timber  sale  profits  of 
$214  million.   While  we  do  not  have  specific  information  available 
eU>out  timber  sale  profits  from  State  lamds,  we  can  generally  say  that 
rates  of  profit  exceed  those  from  sales  of  Federal  timber.  As  you 
suggest,  the  States  do  generally  have  fewer  administrative  and 
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regulatory  requirements.   The  requirements  they  do  have  are  less 
specific  cuid  allow  their  personnel  room  to  apply  professional 
judgement  to  address  local  situations  and  achieve  desired  objectives. 
The  Federal  rules  are  more  prescriptive  cUid  often  less  efficient  when 
trying  to  address  local  conditions.   They  also  become  legal  points  of 
challenge  through  appeals  and  litigation. 

300.  Question:  National  forests  are  a  source  of  many  other  products  aside 
from  timber,  including  materials  for  florists,  Christmas  trees,  and 
mushrooms.   What  are  the  costs  and  revenues  of  these  special  products 
programs? 

Answer:  Currently,  the  agency  does  not  track,  the  costs  and  revenues  of 
each  individual  product.   However,  product  groups  are  used  to  track 
revenues,  and  fiscal  personnel  are  currently  modifying  the  Timber  Sale 
Accounting  System  to  account  for  an  expeuided  set  of  products.   Special 
forest  products  generated  the  following  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1994 
(based  on  sales  sold) : 

Christmas  Trees  $1,420,482 

All  Other  Products  (not  convertible  to  board  feet)  .  .  .   1.717.347 
Total  $3,137,829 

The  agency  does  not  track  individual  costs  for  sale  of  these  products 
and  considers  it  prohibitive  to  do  so.   The  accounting  system  would 
need  substantial  modification,  and  a  significant  amount  of  additional 
work  would  be  recjuired  by  personnel  at  all  levels  of  the  agency  to 
track  expenses  by  product.   This  accounting  workload  would  detract 
from  the  achievement  of  resource  objectives  and  decrease  the  overall 
efficiency  of  programs.   The  agency  is  investigating  different  ways  of 
estimating  the  costs  of  production,  but  no  cost  information  is 
available  at  this  time. 

301.  Question:  Is  the  Forest  Service  attenpting  to  increase  the  revenue 
opportunities  from  the  special  products  progreun? 

Answer :  Yes,  the  agency  is  approaching  this  question  at  both  the 
national  and   field  levels.   The  Washington  office  is  currently 
reviewing  options  to  meet  the  intent  of  QMB  Circular  125,  which 
indicates  that  prices  for  the  sale  of  Federal  resources  should  recover 
fair  market  value  or  the  cost  of  production.   At  the  field  level, 
several  national  forests  are  now  estsdslishing  prices  for  special 
products  based  on  estimates  of  fair  market  value. 

302.  Question:  In  1993,  the  Forest  Service  issued  its  Timber -Cost 
Efficiency  Study  -  Final  Report,  which  listed  a  series  of  plsmned  cost 
efficiency  efforts.   In  April  1994,  GAO  reviewed  the  status  of  these 
efforts  cuid  reported  that  the  Washington  Office  made  progress  in 
conpleting  21  of  23  action  items,  but  that  progress  in  the  regional 
offices  was  mixed.   What  progress  has  been  made  by  regional  offices  in 
improving  efficiency  and  what  is  the  estimated  dollar  savings  frc»n 
these  efforts? 
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Answer:   The  Forest  Service  has  submitted  an   update  on  Cost  Efficiency 
Recommendation  accomplishments  to  the  Appropriations  Committees,  auid 
most  of  the  items  have  now  been  completed.   The  Regions  continue  to 
downsize  their  work  force.   Reducing  the  workforce  has  resulted  in  the 
largest  savings,  though  no  estimate  of  savings  will  be  available  until 
the  latest  buyout  results  are  known. 


PURCHASER  ROAD  CREDITS 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  is  the  only  timber  selling  agency  that 
allows  road  credits  to  timber  purchasers.   These  credits,  which 
average  about  $50  million  annually,  reduce  receipts  to  the  Treasury 
directly,  as  well  as  through  the  25%  payment  to  the  States.   Are 
purchaser-built  roads  constructed  to  higher  stcuidards  than  necessary, 
especially  when  these  roads  are  temporary? 

Answer :  Purchaser  credits  do  reduce  returns  to  the  treasury  but  not  to 
the  counties,  per  Section  16  of  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  of 
1976.  (P.L.  94-588) .  By  law,  roads  are  not  built  to  higher  standard, 
as  we  are  required  to  build  roads  under  the  prudent  operator  concept, 
(Sec.  4  of  the  National  Forest  Roads  euid  Trails  Act,  P.L.  88-657) . 
Purchasers  of  timber  are  well  aware  of  this  and  monitor  the 
requirements  for  roads  closely. 

Question:  Would  it  be  less  expensive  for  the  Forest  Service  to 
construct  the  necessary  access  roads,  especially  considering  the  25* 
payment  to  States? 

Answer :  The  25%  payment  to  states  is  not  affected  by  the  meuiner  of 
road  construction  since  purchaser  credits  are  included  in  the 
calculations  of  the  payment  under  Section  16  of  the  National  Forest 
Mcuiagement  Act  of  1976.  (P.L.  94-588) .   It  is  generally  more  cost 
effective  to  construct  roads  with  purchaser  credits,  as  the  timber 
sale  contracts  use  local  wage  rates .  The  same  road  contracted  by  the 
Forest  Service  would  be  a  public  works  contract,  which  requires  the 
use  of  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates.  For  exeunple,  when  a  road  is  opted  back 
to  the  Forest  Service  under  the  Purchaser  Election  progreun,  we  make  am 
adjustment  to  the  estimated  contract  price  by  the  difference  in  local 
wage  rates  compared  to  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates.  Usually  this  results  in 
aui  increase  in  the  estimate. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  on  bid  prices  for  timber  sales  if 
the  Forest  Service  did  not  allow  road  credits  to  purchasers,  and 
followed  the  ELM  practice  of  having  purchasers  factor  road 
construction  costs  into  their  bid  prices? 

Answer :  It  would  have  no  effect  on  bid  prices.  Assuming  $500  in  road 
costs  and  $1,000  in  timber  value  the  FS  bid  price  would  be  $500 
dollars  in  cash  and  the  purchaser  would  do  work  for  the  other  $500 
equalling  the  value  of  the  timber.  In  the  case  of  the  BLM  sale  under 
the  same  conditions,  the  value  of  the  sale  would  be  reduced  by  the 
cost  of  the  road  so  the  purchaser  would  do  $500  in  work  euid  pay  $500 
in  cash.  The  essential  difference  is  that  under  the  FS  system,  earned 
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purchaser  credits  can  be  used  on  other  sales  within  a  proclaimed 
National  Forest.   If  that  condition  fits  the  purchaser  then  the 
purchasers  short  term  cash  flow  situation  is  improved. 


REFORESTATION 

Question:  Areas  within  the  National  Forests  that  are  harvested  for 
timber  are  reforested  through  natural  regeneration  or  replanting.   Is 
it  feasible  to  increase  the  use  of  natural  regeneration  techniques  to 
reforest  harvested  Icuids?   How  much  potential  savings  is  involved  if 
natural  regeneration  were  to  be  the  predominant  method  of 
reforestation? 

Answer :  Natural  regeneration  can  be  an   effective  meems  by  which  to 
secure  reforestation  when  site  conditions  are  conducive  to  it's 
successful  application.   Key  considerations  include  the  presence  of 
suitcible  seed  trees,  abundant  seed  arising  from  a  good  cone  crop, 
exposed  mineral  soil  where  germinants  Ccin  quickly  take  root,  and  the 
absence  of  rodents  and  other  seed  predators  during  the  critical 
esteiblishment  period.   Some  of  these  variables  are  predictable,  while 
others  are  not .   Perhaps  the  most  vexing  problem  that  influences  the 
degree  to  which  we  Ceui  rely  upon  natural  regeneration  as  a  principal 
means  of  assuring  prompt  reforestation  the  difficultly  in  predicting 
good  seed  years . 

We  are  mandated  under  the  National  Forest  Mcuiagement  Act  of  1976  to 
make  a  determination  that  we  can  successfully  reforest  harvested  areas 
within  five  years  of  final  regeneration  harvest.   This  determination 
is  made  by  a  certified  silviculturist .   Through  artificial 
regeneration  techniques,  we  have  the  cibility  to  control  many   of  the 
variables  influencing  regeneration.   Increased  reliance  upon  natural 
regeneration  carries  with  it  added  uncertainty  and  risk  euid  would  make 
it  more  difficult  to  meet  the  five-year  stcuidard.   More  importeuitly, 
the  certified  silviculturist  possesses  the  skill  to  evaluate  site 
characteristics  in  order  to  determine  the  most  appropriate  treatment 
or  set  of  treatments  needed  to  assure  prompt  regeneration  occurs  cmd 
the  five-year  standard  is  met.   Therefore,  we  believe  this  is  the  most 
effective  way  to  insure  we  meet  both  the  letter  amd  intent  of  the  law. 

However,  it  may  surprise  you  to  learn  the  degree  to  which  we  are 
already  utilizing  natural  regeneration.   In  FY  1994,  we  reforested 
over  441,000  acres.   Of  this  cunount,  about  192,000  acres  or  roughly 
43%  were  naturally  regenerated.   We  will  continue  to  apply  natural 
regeneration  techniques  where  they  are  appropriate  to  Icuid  management 
objectives  and  achieve  prompt  regeneration. 

As  to  costs,  natural  regeneration  is  generally  much  less  expensive. 
Unit  costs  for  reforestation  in  those  Regions  which  rely  almost 
exclusively  on  natural  regeneration  are  in  the  neighborhood  of  $50  to 
$75  per  acre.  Where  artificial  regeneration  is  required  as  a 
principal  mecms  of  achieving  prompt  reforestation,  unit  costs  range 
from  $400  to  $650  per  acre. 


219 


Question:  Provide  a  5  year  table  on  the  reforestation  acreage  targets, 
actual  acreage  reforested,  and  the  amount  of  K-V  funds  used. 

Answer :  The  table  follows: 


Fiscal  Year 

Reforestation 

T?irq?t? 

R^fpr^gtat 

ion  Accomo. 

K-V  Reforestation 

Approp, 
acres 

K-V 
acres 

Approp, 
acres 

K-V 

Thous .  Dollars 

acres 

1990 

133,000 

362,000 

145,020 

353,110 

$80,424 

1991 

113,000 

322,800 

152,710 

350,488 

$82,149 

1992 

115,000 

309,000 

172,534 

319,445 

$73,932 

1993 

116,800 

301,000 

181,201 

292,921 

$69,545 

1994 

86,100 

287,700 

152,250 

288,820 

$59,764 

Question :  What  are  the  reasons  that  the  Forest  Service  is  not  able  to 
meet  reforestation  targets  in  some  years? 

Answer :  The  table  provided  in  response  to  the  previous  question 
illustrates  our  effectiveness  in  meeting  our  targets  in  reforestation 
over  the  past  five  years.   We  miss  targets  from  time-to-time,  when 
unpredictable  events  occur,  such  as:  stock  failures  at  the  nursery; 
when  timber  sale  operators  fail  to  corrplete  their  contract  obligations 
under  the  timber  sale  contract,  thereby  delaying  reforestation 
efforts;  or  when  contracting  problems  or  work  performance  issues 
affect  planting  service  contracts.   Our  record  reflects  that  we  do  a 
pretty  good  job  of  adjusting  to  these  situations. 

Question:  The  Committee  understands  that  the  K-V  timber  stcuid 
improvement  targets  have  not  been  met  since  1987.   Why  weren't  the 
targets  met,  and  how  significant  is  the  irrpact  on  the  quality  and 
value  of  harvesteible  timber? 

Answer:  K-V  timber  stand  inprovement  targets  were  met  in  FY  1994,  but 
you  are  correct  in  your  observation  that  these  targets  were  not  met  in 
previous  years.  However,  the  total  amount  of  timber  stand  improvement 
(TSI)  work  from  all  fund  sources  exceeded  the  target  amount  in  each  FY 
1991,  FY  1992,  and  FY  1993.  We  have  sucessfully  treated  97%  of  the 
total  acreage  programmed  for  TSI  treatments  since  1987. 

Targets  were  not  met  for  a  variety  of  reasons.   Much  of  this  work 
involves  release  treatments  aimed  at  reducing  competing  vegetation  to 
provide  for  the  sustained  growth  of  young  seedlings.   This  work  is 
IcQjor- intensive,  often  involving  manual  treatments  on  difficult 
terrain  during  the  hottest  period  of  the  year.   As  a  consequence,  we 
experience  problems  in  awarding  these  contracts,  and  it  is  not  unusual 
to  be  faced  with  numerous  contract  defaults  before  the  work  is 
satisfactorily  completed.   In  bad  fire  years,  fire  emergencies  inpact 
the  availability  of  Forest  Service  personnel  to  develop  and  administer 
service  contracts  to  accon^lish  this  work. 

We  recognize  the  importance  of  timber  stemd  improvement  work,  not  only 
from  the  stand  point  of  the  quality  and  value  of  harvesteible  timber, 
but  also  from  the  equally  important  perspective  of  forest  health.   TSI 
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treatments  play  a  key  role  in  promoting  the  health  euid  vigor  of  forest 
stands  amd  will  receive  continued  emphasis  for  the  forseeable  future. 

310.  Question:  Does  the  limitation  on  the  use  of  K-V  funds  to  a  five-year 
period  after  sale  closure  limit  the  amount  and  type  of  forest  health 
projects  which  can  be  performed  with  these  funds? 

Answer:  We  don't  believe  so.   Our  current  policy  allows  each  Regional 
Forester  to  authorize  extensions  of  up  to  ten  years  after  sale  closure 
on  a  case -by- case  basis.   A  more  binding  limitation  is  language  in  the 
Knutson-Vandenberg  Act  which  limits  timber  stand  improvement 
operations  to  the  harvested  areas  within  the  sale  area.   By  amending 
the  Act  to  allow  for  the  use  of  K-V  throughout  the  sale  area,  it  would 
be  possible  to  utilize  K-V  toward  additional  forest  health  projects 
such  as  thinning,  pruning,  release  and   fertilization  treatments. 

311.  Question:  Should  the  five-year  limitation  on  the  use  of  K-V  funds  be 
dropped?   If  so,  what  would  be  the  impact  be  on  the  Treasury? 

Answer:  No.   Our  current  policy  allows  for  an  extension  of  up  to  ten 
years  on  a  case-by-case  basis  with  the  approval  of  the  Regional 
Forester.   We  think  this  policy  provides  the  right  incentive  to 
utilize  K-V  funds  for  appropriate  work  activities  while  also 
encouraging  that  if  excess  funds  exist,  they  are  promptly  identified 
and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 


SALVAGE 

312.     Question:  The  Forest  Service  recently  completed  an  MOU  with  several 
agencies  to  expedite  salvage  sales.   What  impact  will  this  agreement 
have  on  the  aunount  of  time  it  will  take  to  process  sales,  and  how  will 
this  MOU  change  the  total  salvage  volume  estimates  for  1995  and  1996 
that  were  included  in  the  1996  budget? 

Answer:  We  believe  you  are  referring  to  an  agreement  concerning 
consultation  timeliness  eind  streamlining  processes  for  forest  health 
projects  and  salvage  timber  harvest  in  the  West,  which  was  signed  on 
March  8,  1995,  by  the  heads  of  four  agencies  (USDA  Forest  Service, 
Bureau  of  Land  Meinagement,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  cuid  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service) .   Under  the  agreement,  we  will  utilize 
interagency  teams  and  consultation  is  to  be  completed  on  projects 
within  the  same  timefreunes  as  for  completion  of  recjuired  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  documentation  (either  EAs  or  EISs,  as 
required) .   This  process  essentially  shortens  the  project  plauining 
timeframes  from  220-475  days  down  to  160-340  days.   We  expect  this 
will  increase  our  salvage  sales,  but  do  not  have  an  estimate  of  how 
this  one  factor  alone  will  change  the  total.   Due  to  a  combination  of 
factors,  including  the  new  consultation  procedures  and  additional 
salvage  opportunities  becoming  availed^le,  we  now  estimate  a  capeibility 
of  about  3.2  BBF  of  salvage  in  total  over  the  two  year  period  of  FY 
1995-1996  under  existing  laws. 
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Question:  What  is  the  current  estimate  of  salvage  timber  on  Forest 
Service  land,  and  how  accurate  is  this  estimate? 

Answer:  The  total  salvage  volume  (including  dead  and  dying  trees  plus 
associated  green  trees)  that  is  economically  operaible  assuming 
compliance  with  basic  forest  land  stewardship  protection  measures 
(i.e.  protection  of  the  productive  capability  of  the  site  and  meeting 
NFMA  regeneration  requirements)  is  approximately  12.7  billion  board 
feet.   Not  all  of  this  volume  could  be  harvested  under  existing  laws 
and  stcindards  and  guidelines.   We  estimate  that  about  5  billion  board 
feet  of  this  salvage  volume  is  economically  operable  under  current 
requirements  (i.e.,  current  laws,  regulations,  forest  plan  stauidards, 
interim  screens,  biological  opinions,  court  orders,  etc.).   The  range 
of  uncertainty  on  these  figures  is  estimated  to  be  about  plus  or  minus 
25  percent. 


Question: 
eiq^enses. 


Provide  a  ten  year  table  on  salvage  volume,  receipts, 
and  salvage  fund  baleinces . 


Answer :  The  table  follows: 


Fiscal 
Year 

1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 


Volume 

1/ 

Unobligated 

(MMBF) 

Receipts 
15,232 

Transfers 

ExDenses 
14,976 

Balance 

962 

22,197 

1,179 

20,677 

19,256 

23,618 

2,118 

18,137 

17,370 

24,385 

2,232 

29,174 

37,000 

50,710 

39,849 

1,771 

131,957 

61,089 

110,716 

2,872 

163,383 

(1,521) 

111,005 

161,573 

1,709 

144,194 

(3,884) 

120,334 

181,549 

1,412 

180,381 

(8,550) 

130,385 

222,994 

1,906 

193,747 

169,591 

247,151 

1,005 

163,281 

181,003  2/ 

229,430 

1/  Description  of  funds  trauisf erred  include: 

FY  1988  -  $37.0  million  appropriated  in  the  FY  1988  Interior  and  Related 

Agencies  .impropriations  bill,  P.L.  100-202,  dated  12/22/87. 

FY  1990  -  $1,521  million  trauisf erred  to  the  National  Forest  System  account 

to  cover  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  restoration  work  in  R-10. 

FY  1991  -  $3,884  million  treinsf erred  to  the  National  Forest  System  account 

to  cover  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  restoration  worlc  in  R-10. 

FY  1992  -  $8,550  million  transferred  to  the  State  amd  Private  Forestry, 

National  Forest  System,  and  Forest  Fire  Protection  accounts  to  provide 

support  of  the  President's  Initiative  for  the  Los  Angeles  riots  in  R-5. 

2/   FY  1994  -  $27.6  million  authorized  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriations  bill,  P.L.  103-138,  dated  11/11/93  to  be  used  for 
watershed  assessments  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 


Question:  The  House  recently  passed  a  two-year  emergency  salvage 
provision  as  part  of  the  emergency  supplemental,  H.R.1158.   This 
provision  requires  the  Forest  Service  to  offer  3  billion  board  feet  of 
salvage  sales  in  each  of  the  next  two  years.  Cam  the  Forest  Service 
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reach  those  volume  targets,  if  not,  what  are  the  estimates  of  total 
volume  that  could  be  attained  under  this  provision? 

Answer:   Estimates  indicate  that  approximately  5.6  billion  board  feet 
can  be  produced  through  the  end  of  FY  1997.   While  this  amount  is  less 
thcui  that  indicated  by  the  Taylor  amendment,  the  estimate  may  be  low 
and  is  primarily  restricted  because  of:  the  agency  capability  and  the 
unknowns  as  to  how  many  "buyout"  employees  might  be  willing  to  return 
to  work  on  this  effort;  what  contracting  success  there  may  be  since 
this  type  of  contracting  effort  for  salvage  sales  has  not  been  used  in 
the  past.   It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  timing  of  the  volume  as 
specified  by  the  Taylor  amendment  is  not  achievable  but  would  be 
spread  more  evenly  over  through  the  end  of  FY  1997. 

Question:  How  many  miles  of  roads  will  be  constructed  to  comply  with 
the  emergency  salvage  provisions,  euid  how  many  miles  will  be  in 
roadless  areas? 

Answer:  To  produce  the  amount  of  salvage  volume  that  our  initial 
estimate  indicated  as  our  capsibility  under  the  House  provision  (5.4 
BBF  for  FY  95-97) ,  would  require  approximately  an  additional  170  miles 
of  road  construction  (including  an   additional  16  miles  in  inventoried 
roadless  areas)  as  compared  to  our  estimated  program  under  existing 
rules.   The  total  miles  of  road  construction  for  salvage  under  the 
amendment  is  estimated  to  be  sJsout  1,092  miles  as  compared  to  922 
miles  under  existing  rules  (including  143  miles  in  inventoried 
roadless  areas  as  compared  to  126  miles  under  existing  rules) . 

Question:  Provide  a  tatble  which  compares,  by  year,  the  salvage 
receipts,  expenses,  salvage  fund  balances,  eind  salvage  volume  under 
the  current  salvage  progreun  with  the  estimates  projected  under  the 
emergency  salvage  program  as  passed  the  House. 

Answer :  Data  for  the  House  salvage  eunendment  assumes  the  salvage 
amendment  ccin  be  implemented  as  written,  that  is  all  volumes  Ccin  be 
offered  within  the  specified  timeframes  cuid  inplementation  will 
commence  on  ^ril  1,  1995.   The  orgemizational  capability  is  displayed 
based  on  field  estimates  of  capability  with  the  assumption  that  the 
streamlining  provisions  of  the  amendment  are  availctble. 
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Volume 

Receipts 

Balance 

Offered 

1 

1 

(MMBF) 

Current 

Program 

FY 

1995 

1,574 

176,125 

FY 

1996 

1,449 

175,969 

Expenses 

$1,000    


176,653       228,902 
139,302       265,569 

Organizational  Capability 

with  House  Provisions. 

FY  1995  2,022         204,100       187,700       245,830 

FY  1996  1,718         237,000       147,300       335,530 

Salvage  Amendment 

FY  1995  2,400         204,100       213,900       219,630 

FY  1996  3,000         330,000       228,300       321,330 

Question:  How  many  additional  FTE's  will  be  needed  under  the  emergency 
salvage  progrcun  as  passed  by  the  House,  and  how  mciny  of  those  will 
likely  be  rehired  employees  who  received  the  buyout? 

Answer:  After  considering  delaying  further  the  reduction  in  the 
workforce,  the  Agency  believes  it  should  continue  for  the  following 
reasons.   Regions  1,  4,  auid  6  would  be  the  most  affected  by  an 
emergency  salvage  program.   The  type  of  skills  that  are  lacking  varies 
widely  between  forests.   The  Agency  believes  a  mix  of  contracting  and 
some  short  term  rehire  would  be  needed  to  offer  the  additional  salvage 
timber.   For  the  Agency  to  maintain  reasoneible  unit  costs  emd  be 
efficient,  downsizing  needs  to  continue.   With  the  current  downsizing 
process,  units  have  the  option  to  modify  their  plan  based  on  changed 
conditions . 

Some  units  lost  their  expertise  in  contracting  for  services  or 
products,  sale  layout,  euid  sale  administration.   In  these  instcuices,  a 
combination  of  ideas  including  rehire,  long  term  details,  and  the 
sharing  of  contracting  expertise  will  be  needed  to  get  the  job 
acconplished. 

A  quick  estimate  of  skills  needed  to  get  the  job  done  indicates  the 
need  for  an  additional  300-500  highly  skilled  people  for  a  period  of 
two  years  or  less.   Estimated  annual  cost  is  $12,000,000  for  the  two 
year  period. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  additional  salvage  volume  sale  preparation 
for  the  emergency  program  can   be  contracted? 

Answer :  Contracting  all  or  part  of  the  preparation  of  salvage  timber 
is  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  amendment.   Contracting 
is  a  tool  that  has  been  used  in  the  past,  but  not  to  a  large  extent. 
There  is  considerable  uncertainty  as  to  the  availability  of  all  skills 
necessary  to  implement  the  aunendment .   The  specific  amount  of  salvage 
volume  that  will  be  contracted  is  not  currently  available. 
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Question:  Does  the  harvested  volumes  of  salvage  timber  currently  count 
against  a  forest's  allowable  sale  quantity  as  specified  in  the  forest 
plaui? 

Answer:  If  the  salvage  volume  is  derived  from  timber  that  was  included 
in  the  yield  calculations  used  to  determine  the  allowable  sale 
quantity  (ASQ) ,  then  it  would  be  chargecUale  to  the  ASQ.   That  is,  if 
the  salvage  volume  comes  from  leinds  classified  as  suitable  for  timber 
production  and  from  timber  that  at  the  time  of  the  inventory  used  in 
ASQ  determination  was  live  trees  meeting  minimum  merchantability 
standards,  then  it  would  be  chargeaJole  to  the  ASQ.   However,  the 
National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA)  provides  that,  if  it  is  not 
feasible  to  substitute  salvage  sales  for  green  sales  that  were 
otherwise  to  be  sold  under  the  ASQ,  then  the  salvage  may  be  sold  over 
cind  ahove   the  ASQ  limit.   This  would  be  the  case,  for  instance,  where 
selling  the  salvage  sales  would  cause  a  Forest  to  exceed  the  decadal 
ASQ  even  without  selling  additional  green  sales. 


TIMBER 

Question:  The  Committee  has  been  interested  in  minimizing  the  use  of 
scaled  sales,  except  for  salvage,  to  reduce  timber  theft.   What  has 
been  the  impact  of  this  policy,  and  should  this  policy  be  continued 
for  all  types  of  green  sales? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  is  committed  to  using  tree  measurement  and 
believes  that  it  should  continue.   Except  for  salvage  and  qualifying 
thinning  sales,  all  sales  are  now  sold  with  tree  measurement.   Tree 
measurement  sales  reduces  the  timber  theft  concerns  associated  with 
third-party  scaling.   However,  it  needs  to  be  recognized  that  cruising 
sales  are  at  least  as  expensive  as  scaling  and  the  cost  is  paid  from 
the  Forest  Service  budget,  rather  than  being  borne  by  the  purchasers; 
neither  have  sale  administration  costs  decreased.   With  tree 
measurement  it  is  necessary  for  sale  administrators  to  emphasize  the 
removal  of  only  marked  trees . 

Question:  Provide  a  graph  on  timber  offered  targets,  timber  offered 
and   timber  sold  during  the  period  1989  -1994. 

Answer:  Please  refer  to  the  following  graph. 
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OuBBtlcan:  Provide  a  graph  on  timber  volume  under  contract,  sold  and 
harvest  during  the  period  1986  -  1994 . 

Anawer:  Please  refer  to  the  following  graph. 
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Quest ion:  What  is  the  volume,  estimated  receipts,  and  current  status 
of  the  section  318  sales? 

Answer:   The  current  remaining  volume  under  contract  awarded  during 
fiscal  years  1989  and  1990  subject  to  Section  318  of  Public  Law 
101-121  is  approximately  650  million  board  feet.   Receipts  are 
estimated  at  $367,000,000  for  this  volume.   Of  the  total  remaining 
volume  of  650  million  board  feet  there  is  approximately  270  -  300 
million  board  feet  that  are  proposed  for  cancellation  or  are  suspended 
as  a  result  of  biological  opinions  for  endangered  species.   Receipts 
would  be  reduced  by  approximately  $161,000,000  if  this  volume  is 
csuicelled,  and  the  Agency  would  incur  at  least  $60,000,000  of 
additional  costs  for  sale  ccuicellation. 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  estimated  that  $200  million  in  potential 
payments  for  claims  auid  settlements  over  contract  modifications  and 
cancellations  due  to  efforts  to  protect  endangered  species  habitat. 
What  is  the  basis  for  this  estimate? 

Answer :  Bach  Forest  Service  Region  reviewed  the  status  of  their  sales 
under  contract  and  identified  those  sales  that  were  suspended  for  the 
protection  of  sensitive,  threatened  euid  endangered  species.   Most  of 
the  estimated  damage  cost  reflects  the  additional  cost  that  the  Forest 
Service  will  pay  timber  sale  purchasers  to  cover  the  cost  of 
replacement  timber.   Exact  costs  of  damages  can  not  be  determined  at 
this  time,  since  damages  are  calculated  at  the  time  of  cancellation. 

Question:  When  will  these  claims  and   settlements  be  resolved,  cuid  how 
will  they  be  funded? 

Answer :  These  claims  are  slowly  being  resolved,  but  many  are  delayed 
as  the  Forest  Service  completes  additional  analysis  that  may  minimize 
damages.  ;4>propriations  law  requires  the  payments  be  made  from  the 
timber  sales  management  line  item.  The  Forest  Service  timber  sales 
mcuiagement  line  item  is  not  large  enough  to  pay  all  of  these  claims. 
Additional  fimding  will  be  necessary.  In  addition,  these  sales  can 
not  be  ccuicelled  until  funds  are  available  or  the  agency  will  be  in 
violation  of  the  Anti -Deficiency  Act. 

Question:  Is  it  possible  for  the  timber  sale  program  to  recover  all 
costs  associated  with  sales,  including  roads  and  payments  to  States? 

Answer :  Agency  financial  records  indicate  that  if  the  timber  program 
is  big  enough,  the  associated  costs  can  be  recovered  in  revenue. 
Studies  of  national  forests  costs  show  that  there  are  strong  economies 
of  scale  influencing  progreun  efficiency.   As  forest  programs  have 
dropped  to  low  levels  in  recent  years,  the  associated  fixed  costs  that 
must  be  paid  cause  the  cost  per  board  foot  harvested  to  increase, 
sometimes  aibove  the  fair  market  price  for  the  timber.   Qverall  agency 
records  indicate  that  prior  to  fiscal  year  (FY)  1992,  when  the  timber 
harvest  dropped  below  eight  billion  board  feet,  revenues  would  have 
covered  timber  sale  costs  (including  roads  and  payments  to  states)  on 
a  cash  flow  basis.   Since  then,  the  harvest  has  continued  to  decline 
and  the  revenue  generated  was  not  sufficient  to  cover  these  costs. 
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The  cost  to  revenue  ratio  is  also  dependant  on  the  degree  of 
controversy  and  regulation  of  the  timber  sale  program.   Highly 
controversial  timber  sales  translate  into  higher  costs  for  appeals, 
litigation,  auid  revision  of  timber  sales  to  accommodate  environmental 
concerns.   Through  chsuiges  in  case  law  and  administrative  policies, 
the  prescriptive  regulation  of  timber  sale  activities  at  the  national 
level  to  accommodate  environmental  concerns  and   other  resource 
objectives  has  substantially  increased  over  the  past  few  decades. 
This  method  of  operation  is  generally  less  economically  efficient  than 
allowing  the  application  of  professional  judgement  to  resolve  these 
issues  at  the  local  level . 

Question:  What  changes  could  be  made  in  sale  practices  so  that  the 
timber  sales  progreun  would  not  require  any  appropriations? 

Answer:  This  question  has  been  debated  since  the  creation  of  the 
Forest  Service.   Gifford  Pinchot,  first  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service, 
told  Congress  that  the  agency  would  be  self -financing  within  five 
years  after  trauisfer  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.   His  intent  was 
to  operate  am  agency  that  required  no  appropriations,  but  that 
objective  was  never  realized.   The  Congress  never  did  authorize  the 
agency  to  use  its  receipts  in  place  of  appropriations,  except  in 
special  circumstances  for  activities  such  as  reforestation,  timber 
stand  improvement,  and  timber  salvage.   From  a  legal  perspective. 
Congress  would  need  to  authorize  the  Forest  Service  to  retain  and  use 
all  timber  sale  receipts  for  timber  sale  activities  in  order  to 
continue  the  progrcun  without  appropriations.   From  an   economic 
perspective,  the  agency  would  need  to  maintain  or  slightly  increase 
revenues  to  cover  current  costs  on  a  cash  basis  (assuming  payments  to 
states  need  to  be  covered  by  revenue  as  well) . 

The  efficiency  of  national  forest  timber  sale  operations  has  been  the 
subject  of  substantial  study  over  the  past  few  years.   After  some 
preliminary  euialysis  cuid  attempts  to  increase  progreun  effectiveness, 
the  Forest  Service  completed  the  "Timber  Cost  Efficiency  Study"  in 
Aucfust  of  1993.   It  recommended  cheuiges  in  the  program  to  increase 
effectiveness  and  included  a  cost  reduction  action  plaui  for  each 
Forest  Service  region.   Since  then,  cost  reductions  have  been 
realized,  but  harvest  levels  have  continued  to  decline,  resulting  in 
increased  unit  costs.   In  Jeuiuary,  1995,  Forest  Seirvice  personnel, 
under  the  guidcince  of  aui  interagency  committee,  completed  oin  update  of 
the  cost  efficiency  study  as  part  of  a  technical  review  of  timber 
program  issues  and  policy  options.   They  documented  their  findings  in 
the  report  "Timber  Program  Issues:   A  Technical  Examination  of  Policy 
Options."   The  Forest  Service  is  continuing  its  efforts  to  make   the 
timber  sale  program  as  efficient  as  possible. 

Question:  Provide  a  10  year  table  on  timber  sale  volume,  receipts, 
expenses,  payments  to  States  auid  funds  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

Answer :  The  Forest  Service  has  only  been  tracking  receipts,  e^^enses, 
auid  payments  to  States  attributadjle  to  timber  sales  since  it 
implemented  the  Timber  Sale  Prograun  Information  Reporting  System 
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(TSPIRS)  in  1989.   In  addition,  the  agency  does  not  summarise  receipts 
reported  in  its  financial  statements  based  on  whether  they  are 
returned  to  the  Treasury  or  retained  in  trust  funds.   The  following 
table  displays  the  volume,  revenue,  expense,  and  payment  to  States 
(PTS)  from  the  annual  TSPIRS  reports: 


Fiscal 

Harvest 

Revenue 

Expenses 

PTS 

Year 

Volume -- 

bbf 

Sthousand 

Sthousand 

Sthousand 

1989 

11.9 

1,518,515 

776,721 

339,079 

1990 

10.5 

1,384,723 

701,013 

327,264 

1991 

8.5 

1,157,732 

685,405 

301,394 

1992 

7.3 

1,076,600 

731,740 

305,478 

1993 

5.9 

1,017,233 

716,716 

288,322 

1994 

4.8 

885,460 

671,656 

280,171 

Notes:    1.  Expenses  are  reported  on  an  accrual  basis  (as  used  to 
calculate  profit)  smd  some  costs  are  capitalized. 

2.  The  prior  year  dollar  eunounts  are  not  adjusted  for 
inflation. 

3.  bbf  =  billion  board  feet 

4.  Sthouscind  =  thousands  of  dollars 

5.  PTS  =  Payments  to  States 

Question:  The  largest  reduction  in  the  budget  request  is  a  $23  million 
reduction  in  the  timber  sales  progreun.   What  is  the  reason  for  this 
reduction?  What  is  the  impact  on  the  volume?  What  part  of  the 
country  will  be  impacted  by  the  reduction? 

Answer :  The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  decisions  were  guided  by  our 
long-term  goals:  (1)  protecting  ecosystems;  (2)  restoring  deteriorated 
ecosystems;  (3)  providing  multiple  benefits  for  people  within  the 
capabilities  of  ecosystems;  and  (4)  ensuring  orgemizational 
effectiveness.   However,  the  budget  reality  is  that  there  are  fewer 
dollars  to  meet  increasing  demands  for  the  goods  and  services  provided 
by  the  Agency.   Thus,  dollars  and  people  were  shifted  to  address  the 
highest  priorities.   These  included  forest  health,  research,  rctngelcuid 
meuiagement,  wildlife  and  fish  habitat  meuiagement,  cuid  cooperative 
forestry.   The  increases  were  primarily  financed  by  decreases  in  funds 
from  timber  sales  management,  law  enforcement,  general  administration, 
construction,  and  the  permanent  emd  trust  fund  programs. 

The  $23  milllion  reduction  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  timber  sales 
management  program  resulted  in  a  decrease  of  287  million  board  feet  of 
timber  offered  for  sale  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  program.   This  is 
about  an  eleven  percent  reduction.   The  Region  6  sales  program  was  not 
reduced.  All  of  the  other  regions  were  reduced  about  sixteen  percent 
except  for  increased  reductions  in  Region  5  and  lesser  reductions  in 
Regions  2  and  3 . 


TIMBER  THEFT 

Question:  According  to  a  LA  Times  article  on  timber  theft,  dated 
January  16,  investigators  have  been  told  that  timber  theft  is  a  cotnmon 
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way  of  doing  business,  it's  relied  on  in  profit  considerations,  and  at 
times  as  much  as  50V  of  the  timber  cut  and  removed  from  federal  leuids 
is  stolen.   What  are  the  Forest  Service's  estimates  of  timber  and 
revenues  lost  annually  to  theft? 

Answer :   Any  estimates  of  the  timber  and  revenues  lost  annually  to 
theft  are  nothing  better  than   an  estimate.   The  Agency  estimates  that 
the  amount  of  timber  and  revenues  lost  is  eUjout  $10  million  annually 
based  on  value  of  the  finished  product,  however  it  must  be  emphasized 
that  this  is  a  very  rough  estimate.   The  agency  believes  that  the 
estimate  of  50%  of  timber  removed  is  stolen,  is  grossly  exaggerated. 
The  vast  majority  of  timber  sales  euid  timber  operators  remove  timber 
legally.   On  a  nationwide  basis,  the  agency  does  not  believe  that  a 
"theft  quotient"  is  relied  on  for  profit.   However  it  must  be 
acknowledged  that  in  the  North  Ssuitiam  Ceuiyon  of  Oregon,  where  the 
Forest  Service  investigated  one  of  its  most  significeuit  timber  theft 
cases  (Columbia  River  Scaling  Bureau,  Thomas  Creek  Lumber,  etc)  such  a 
"theft  quotient"  most  likely  existed. 

Question:  What  is  the  Forest  Service  doing  to  deter  timber  theft,  and 
are  the  efforts  and  resources  adequate  to  deal  with  this  problem? 

Answer:  Since  Hay,  1991,  the  Agency  dedicated  a  special  unit  of 
investigators  and  resource  personnel  that  worked  specifically  in  the 
timber  theft  area.   This  unit,  the  Timber  Theft  Investigations  Branch 
(TTIB) ,  was  established  for  a  term  of  three  years.   During  its  tenure 
the  TTIB  made  significant  accomplishments  in  the  investigation  smd 
prosecution  of  timber  theft  cases.   During  FY92  and  FY93  the  TTIB 
accootplished  eight  felony  convictions  and  recovered  $3.4  million  in 
fines,  restitution,  and  other  recoveries.   The  TTIB  also  conducted 
training  on  a  nationwide  basis  in  theft  prevention  and  detection,  as 
well  as  assiting  Regional  Special  Agents  in  the  conduct  of  localized 
timber  theft  cases.  These  efforts  were  also  successful.  During  FY94 
additional  timber  theft  investigations  were  conducted  under  the  newly 
reorganized  law  enforcement  program.   In  FY  94,  accomplishments  by 
Regional  Special  Agents  included  the  investigation  and  prosecution  of 
154  felony  cases  involving  $2.2  million  in  fines,  restitution,  and 
values.   Based  on  these  successes,  the  agency  will  implement  "sunset" 
provision  of  the  TTIB  charter  and  dissolve  the  group.  A  cadre  of 
ejqperts  is  in  place  to  further  provide  timber  theft  evaluation  and 
training.  The  Law  Enforcement  staff  is  working  closely  with  timber 
sale  personnel  to  investigate  and  prosecute  timber  thefts .   The 
resources  are  adequate  to  deal  with  the  timber  theft  problem. 


PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 

Question :  What  percentage  of  the  total  Forest  Plaui  funding 
requirements  are  included  in  the  1996  request? 

Answer:  Fifty- three  percent  of  the  total  Forest  Plan  funding 
requirements  are  included  in  the  1996  request.   The  funding 
requirements  of  the  interagency  memorandum  of  understanding  for 
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coomunity  assistance  and  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  programs  are  100*  funded 
in  the  FY  1996  request. 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  displays  full  funding  of  the  Forest 
Plan  and  the  aunount  budgeted  for  1995  and  1996. 

Answer:  Please  refer  to  the  following  table.   Information  is  included 
for  only  those  budget  line  items  where  funding  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Plan  is  included.   The  absence  of  any  budget  line  item  or 
appropriation  mainhead  (e.g.,  international  forestry)  indicates  that 
there  is  no  PNW  Pl£m  funding  included  in  the  Forest  Service  budget 
request . 

President's  PNW  Plan  Funding 
($  in  thousands) 


FOREST  RESEARCH 

Research  Foundation  Progreun 
Forest  Resources  &  Management 
Ecosystems  Research 
TOTAL  -  FOREST  RESEARCH 


FY  1996 

FY  1996 

FY  1995 

Full  Fund 

Pre 8  Budg 

Enacted 

16,200 

0 

0 

7,600 

5,186 

5,186 

3,300 

2,414 

1,614 

27,100 

7,600 

6,800 

STATE  &  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 


Forest  Health  Management  (FHM) 
Federal  Lands  -  -  FHM 
Cooperative  Leuids  -  -  FHM 

Subtotal  -  -  Forest  Health  Mgmt 

Cooperative  Forestry 

Forest  Stewardship 
Stewardship  Incentives  Prgm 
PNW  Assistcuice  Progrsuns 
Subtotal  -  -  Cooperative  Forestry 
TOTAL  -  STATE  &  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 


1,100 

1 

100 

0 

0 

0 

567 

1,100 

1 

100 

567 

5,000 

0 

0 

5,000 

4 

000 

0 

30,200 

13 

000 

13 

100 

40,200 

17 

000 

13 

100 

41,300 

18 

100 

13 

667 

NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 


Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory,  &     52,541 

Monitoring 
Recreation  Ose 

Recreation  Mcuiagement 

Wilderness  Management 

Heritage  Resources 
Subtotal  -  -  Recreation  Dse 
Wildlife  and  Fish  Management 

Wildlife  Habitat  Mgmt 

Inlcuid  Fish  Habitat  Mgmt 

Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Mgmt 

TB&S  Species  Habitat  Mgmt 
Subtotal  --  Wildlife  &  Fish  Mgmt 
Rangelfind  Management  (Grazing  Mgmt)   2,149 


36,251 


30,801 


912 

228 

248 

423 

194 

248 

239 

63 

69 

1,574 

485 

565 

1,932 

811 

604 

1,689 

810 

738 

6,499 

2 

458 

2 

198 

6,685 

2 

540 

2 

330 

6,805 

6 

619 

5 

870 

2,149 

791 

831 

21,173 

14, 

,516 

15,092 

4,203 

2, 

,155 

2,181 

25,376 

16, 

,671 

17,273 

188 

271 

128 

7,063 

1, 

,910 

1,234 

7,251 

2, 

,181 

1,362 

1,126 

78 

0 

2,802 

835 

839 

109,624 

63, 

,911 

57,541 

10,007 

9,224 

9,833 

10,007 

9,224 

9,833 

04,500 

107,400 

94,961 
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Forest land  Management 

Timber  Sales  Management 

Forestland  Vegetation  Mgmt 
Subtotal  -  -  Forestland  Management 
Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Management 

Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Operations 

Watershed  Improvements 
Subtotal  --  Soil,  Water,  &  Air  Mgmt 
Minerals  &  Geology  Management 
Infrastructure  Mgmt  (Road  Mntce) 
TOTAL  -  NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

CONSTRUCTION 

Forest  Road  Construction  16,469        8,565        7,120 

TOTAL  -  CONSTRUCTION  16,469         8,565         7,120 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

Timber  Salvage  Sales 

TOTAL  -  PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

GRAND  TOTAL  -  FOREST  SERVICE 

Question:  Provide  a  list  of  the  activities  auid  funding  requested  in 
1996  for  the  Forest  Plan  which  will  be  eliminated  in  1997. 

Answer:  For  the  National  Forest  System,  State  and   Private  Forestry, 
and  Forest  Research,  none  of  the  activities  for  which  funding  was 
requested  in  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget  are  proposed  to  be 
eliminated  in  FY  1997.   Funding  available  to  continue  Forest  Plan 
activities  in  FY  1997  will  be  determined  during  the  development  of  the 
President's  Budget  for  FY  1997. 

Question:  How  many  acres  of  watershed  sinalysis  must  be  completed  under 
the  Forest  Plaui,  auid  what  is  the  annual  acreage  scheduled  for 
con^jletion  by  year,  beginning  in  1994? 

Answer :   By  1997  the  forests  plan  to  smalyze  over  8,900,000  acres. 
This  is  approximately  70%  of  the  Matrix,  Adaptive  Management  Area,  and 
Late  Successionaly  Reserve  acres  (including  Riparian  Reserves)  on  the 
Forests  covered  under  the  President's  Plan. 

FY94  accomplishments  include  con^jletion  of  50  preliminary  watershed 
assessments;  started  39  full  watershed  cinalysis  (11  for  interagency 
pilot  program);  con^leted  24  full  watershed  analysis;  and  partially 
completed  15  watershed  euialysis.   Forest  schedules  indicate  plans  to 
con^lete  watershed  analysis  on  231  watersheds,  covering  over 
4  million  acres  in  FY95;  over  2.5  million  acres  in  FY96;  and  over  2.2 
million  acres  in  FY97.   The  FY95  total  includes  some  acres  where 
watershed  analysis  was  initiated  in  PY94 . 
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Question:  What  are  the  uneoiployinent  level  estimates  of  areas  which  are 
provided  community  economic  assistance  by  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
compared  to  the  national  average? 

Answer:   The  national  seasonally-adjusted  unenployment  rate  is 
currently  5.4%.   Community  level  statistics  are  not  available  across 
the  area  covered  by  the  President's  plan.   County  level  information 
can  provide  a  general  picture.   For  example,  the  non-metropolitan 
portions  of  Oregon's  western  counties  currently  have  eui  unemployment 
rate  of  9%.   In  specific  rural  communities  where  timber  mills  have 
closed  or  where  logging  on  federal  Icuids  has  been  sharply  reduced, 
unen^jloyment  rates  may  be  higher. 

Question:  Do  you  have  suiy  data  on  the  intact  of  the  Forest  Plan 
community  economic  assistance  on  employment  levels,  and  the  average 
salary  and  duration  of  jobs  created? 

Answer:  In  Fiscal  Year  1994,  943  jobs  were  created  under  the  Old 
Growth  Diversification  component  of  the  Forest  Pleui.   Specific  numbers 
of  jobs  created  have  not  been  gathered  for  all  prograun  areas  in  part 
due  to  the  focus  of  some  of  our  efforts  on  community  capacity  rather 
theui  generation  of  specific  jobs.   For  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
component,  our  ability  to  track  job  generation  is  in  place  for  the 
first  time  in  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

Question:  How  much  funding  has  been  shifted  away  from  other  regions  to 
fund  the  President's  Northwest  Forest  Pleui? 

Answer:  Fvtnding  has  not  been  withdrawn  from  resource  management 
programs  in  other  regions  to  fund  inplementation  of  the  President's 
Northwest  Forest  Plan.   Implementation  of  the  President's  Plan  has 
occurred  through  funding  that  the  implementing  field  units  requested. 

Question:  What  timber  sale  level  is  provided  for  in  the  Forest  Plem, 
and  what  are  the  estimates  for  1995  -  1997? 

Answer :  The  probable  sale  quantity  (PSQ)  estimated  at  the  time  the 
Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  the  President's  Plan  was  issued  was  958 
HMBF.   This  was  broken  down  as  follows: 

Forest  Service 

-  Region  5  (California) 

-  Region  6  (Oregon  &  Washington) 

-  Total 

BUI 

President's  Plan  Total  958  MMBF 

Subsequent  to  the  release  of  the  ROD  for  the  President's  Plan,  Region 
5  issued  new  forest  land  management  plans,  with  revised  estimates  of 
PSQ  under  President's  Plan   direction.   Their  new  estimate  of  PSQ  is 
161  MMBF.   This  is  a  reduction  of  £3  MMBF  from  the  estimate  used  in 
the  ROD,  and  reduces  the  Forest  Service  portion  of  the  PSQ  under  the 
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MMBF 

533 

MMBF 

757 

MMBF 

201 

MMBF 
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President's  Plan   from  757  MMBF  to  694  MMBP.   Analysis  thus  far 
indicates  a  reduction  in  PSQ  may  also  occur  in  Region  6  due  to  greater 
than  anticipated  inpacts  of  riparian  buffer  zones  and  other  standards 
and  guidelines. 

The  PSQ  is  an  average  for  the  first  decade  of  inplementation.   It  was 
never  expected  that  the  decadal  average  figure  would  be  achieved  in 
the  early  years  of  the  decade.   In  April  1994,  the  Chief  testified 
before  Congress  regarding  our  projected  inplementation  schedule  for 
the  timber  sale  progreun  under  the  President's  Plan.   This  schedule 
showed  cin  estimated  accomplishment  of  about  60  percent  in  FY  1995,  80 
percent  in  FY  1996,  and  100  percent  in  FY  1997.   This  is  still  our 
expectation.   In  FY95,  we  expect  to  accon^lish  cibout  466  MMBF  in  new 
sales  in  the  owl  rauige,  which  would  be  about  67  percent  of  the  latest 
PSQ  estimate  of  694  MMBF  (or  62  percent  of  the  original  PSQ)  for 
national  forest  lands  within  the  ramge  of  the  northern  spotted  owl . 


FOREST  HEALTH 

341.  Question:  There  are  great  concerns  about  the  health  of  our  Nations 
forests  due  to  the  combination  of  disease,  drought,  and  management 
practices  that  has  resulted  in  the  accumulation  of  dead  and  dying 
trees,  especially  in  western  forests.   A  recent  Congressional  Research 
Service  report  estimated  that  treating  14  million  acres,  or  ten 
percent  of  the  affected  area,  would  cost  eU>out  $3.5  billion.   In  the 
Forest  Service's  October  1994  report  on  Western  Forest  Health 
Initiatives,  330  initiatives  were  identified  as  top  priorities  smd  are 
scheduled  for  in^lementation  in  the  next  24  months.   VHiat  are  the  cost 
estimates  of  the  330  projects? 

Answer:  Cost  estimates  are  now  being  developed.   We  will  provide  final 
cost  estimates  to  the  Committee  when  they  are  available. 

342.  Question:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  achieve  healthy  forests 
nationwide?  Do  you  agree  with  the  CRS  estimates? 

Answer:  The  CRS  report  estimates  an  average  cost  of  $250  per  acre  for 
a  variety  of  treatments.   Although  costs  vary  greatly  by  type  of 
treatment  and  by  site -specific  characteristics,  we  accept  the  CRS 
figure  as  a  reasonable  estimate. 

343.  Question:  How  long  will  it  take  to  make  significant  progress  in 
achieving  forest  health? 

Answer :  Many  adverse  forest  health  conditions  took  decades  to  evolve  ,- 
it  will  likely  take  decades  to  correct  them.   However,  there  are  some 
site  specific  situations  that  can  be  addressed  immediately  to  either 
restore  healthy  conditions  or  prevent  further  dsunage. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Question :  The  original  intent  of  the  payments  to  the  States  was  to 
give  counties  25%  of  gross  timber  sales  receipts  to  the  Treasury  to 
compensate  for  tax  revenues  forgone  on  Federal  lands.   The  law  was 
later  funended  to  expauid  receipts  to  include  purchaser  road  credits,  KV 
funds,  and  salvage  sale  funds.   In  addition,  counties  with  spotted  owl 
forests  have  been  guaranteed  at  least  85%  of  average  receipts  for  the 
past  three  to  five  years,  and  are  receiving  more  under  that  formula 
them  the  timber  sale  receipts  currently  being  generated  by  the 
forests.   How  much  is  paid  to  States  annually,  and  would  it  cost  less 
to  pay  local  property  taxes  on  Federal  lauid? 

Answer:   The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  provides  guarfuiteed 
payments  to  States  for  the  Northern  spotted  owl  forests .   The  Forest 
Service  uses  a  three  year  average  formula  to  calculate  the  payments. 
In  fiscal  year  1991  the  three  year  average  payment  (1988-90)  was  90 
percent  for  owl  forests.   If  the  formula  results  in  a  payment  which 
exceeds  the  total  actual  dollar  revenues,  the  actual  payment  is 
limited  to  the  total  actual  dollar  revenues  collected.   The  guaranteed 
payment  for  fiscal  years  1992-1994  was  based  on  a  five  year 
(1986-1990)  average  payment  of  85  percent  for  owl  forests.   The 
payment  to  States  nationally  for  fiscal  year  1994  was 
$309,162,415.72.   The  average  payment  to  states  affected  by  the 
owl-forest  guarsmtee  will  decrease  3  percent  each  year  (1995  82%) 
(1996  79%)  etc. 

Property  taxes  are  routinely  based  on  two  factors:  1)  the  land's 
highest  and  best  use;  auid  2)  the  funds  needed  by  the  governmental 
authority  to  operate  and  provide  service.   Forest  Service  lands  are 
located  in  numerous  jurisdictions  around  the  country.   The  Agency  is 
not  able  to  malce  determinations  of  potential  costs  of  real  property 
tcLxes . 

Question:  What  barriers  exist  to  returning  to  the  original  intent  of 
basing  payments  on  actual  receipts  to  the  Treasury,  and  what  would  be 
the  difference  in  payments  to  States? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  has  no  barriers  in  returning  to  the 
original  intent  of  Isasing  the  payment  on  actual  receipts.    In  fiscal 
year  1994,  the  States  affected  by  the  spotted  owl  guar2mtee  received 
$72.4  million  in  guarsmteed  payment.   If  the  spotted  owl  guarantee  had 
not  been  in  place,  the  payment  would  have  decreased  Isy  the  same  amount 
that  the  affected  States  received. 

Question:  What  other  inplications  or  impacts  should  be  considered  in 
returning  to  the  original  method  of  receipt  sharing? 

Answer :   If  the  spotted  owl  guarantee  is  eliminated,  some  counties 
will  be  finamcially  impacted.   For  exeunple,  the  activities  performed 
at  the  county  level  would  be  limited.   The  timber  sale  program  has 
decreased  over  the  last  few  years  to  a  point  where  some  of  the 
counties  would  not  receive  any  payment  without  the  owl  guarantee .   The 
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following  chart  shows  the  total  receipts  with  the  spotted  owl  and 
without  the  spotted  owl  guarantee  for  FY  1994 . 

FY  1994  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  BY  FOREST  - 
COMPARING  EFFECTS  OF  OWL  FOREST  GUARANTEE 
Basis  for  Payment  :  85%  of  5  Year  Average 


Forest 

Six  Rivers 

Klamath 

Mendocino 

Modoc 

Shasta 

Trinity 

Deschutes 

Mt.  Hood 

Rogue  River 

Siskiyou 

Siuslaw 

Ompqua 

Willamette 

Winema 

Okanogan 

Gifford  Pinchot 

Mt.    BeUcer 

Olyit^ic 

Snoc[ualmie 

Wenatchee 


Owl  Forest 
Guaranteed 

Payment 

17,090,449.29 
17,710,643.37 

9,804,346.10 
11,118,892.80 
12,846,400.26 
15,755,457.32 
22,506,435.22 
42,924,395.85 
26,733,668.49 
26,433,408.46 
54,264,876.17 
60,132,498.61 
112,311,970.14 
33,814,075.87 

6,146,116.47 
46,802,258.45 
13,082,946.03 
19,902,078.44 
22,006,901.42 

9,717,573.60 


Actual  FY 

1994  Payment 

w/Guarantee 

17,090,449.29 

17,710,643.37 

9,804,346.10 
11,118,892.80 
12,846,400.26 
15,755,457.32 
22,506,435.22 
42,924,395.85 
26,733,668.49 
26,433,408.46 
54,264,876.17 
60,132,498.61 
112,311,970.14 
33,814,075.87 

6,146,116.47 
46,802,258.45 
13,082,946.03 
19,902,078.44 
22,006,901.42 

9,717,573.60 


(Hypothetical) 

FY  1994  Payment 

w/o  Guarantee 

11,187,483.00 

4,908,409.36 

1,371,231.75 

16,940,117.62  ( 

9,786,387.33 

3,509,077.87 

18,415,362.82 

18,798,728.84 

16,111,050.34 

6,360,182.17 

6,535,984.00 

52,070,982.73 

59,161,751.31 

13,059,907.42 

5,557,814.63 

32,769,096.90 

2,422,832.64 

1,865,960.87 

6,607,140.79 

2,265,643.56 


Difference 

between 
Actual  and 

Hypothetical 

5,902,966.29 
12,802,234.01 

8,433,114.35 
5,821,224.82) 

3,060,012.93 
12,246,379.45 

4,091,072.40 
24,125,667.01 
10,622,618.15 
20,073,226.29 
47,728,892.17 

8,061,515.88 
53,150,218.83 
20,754,168.45 
588,301.84 
14,033,161.55 
10,660,113.39 
18,036,117.57 
15,399,760.63 

7,451,930.04 


Total  Receipts : 
Factor 

Payment : 


581,105,392.36  581,105,392.36  289,705,145.95  291,400,246.41 
25%  25%  25% 


145,276,348.09   72,426,286.49   72,850,061.60 


LAND  OWNERSHIP  MANAGEMENT 


Question:  Provide  a  five  year  teible  land  exchanges,  including  the 
number  of  excheuiges,  cuid  the  number  of  Forest  Service  acres  and  value 
exchanged  for  non-Forest  Service  acres,  and   the  total  administrative 
costs  and  staffing  levels  to  accooplish  the  exchanges. 
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Anfiwfir:    The    teOsle   follows: 


Number 

of 

Exchano^p 

109 
113 
109 
144 
167 


Acres   of 
Federal 
Land 

42,000 
54,680 
38,574 
78,970 
110,820 


Value  of 

Federal  Land 

Exchanged 

$46,200,000 

61, 000,000 

37,800,000 

151, 000, 000 

101,000,000 


Acres  of 
Non- Federal 
Land 

75,757 

81,956 

69,102 
121,997 
150,994 


Total 
Admin. 
Costs 

$8,439,000 
7,808,000 
7,958,000 
6,923,000 
5,828,000 


Staffing 
Levels 
(PTB'b) 

140 
146 
144 
140 
126 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
^^sti^:  The  budget  includes  a  $6.5  million  and  59  FTE  reduction  in 

reductfor'"""^H  T^'^'   "  '""'^"  '■^*"  statement  of  this  proposed 
reductions  on  the  three  law  enforcement  activities  beyond  those 

o^lSa^d  ^J:/'^^-^^^^^  Notes,  including  any  relevant  comparisons 
of  1995  and  1996  program  performance  or  output  data. 

Sff^nn'^  "^^  cooperative  law  enforcement  area  the  decrease  of 

$560  000  from  the  1996  base  will  affect  cooperative  agreements  between 

the  Forest  Servxce  and  State  and  local  law  enforcement  agencies  !n  the 

ITtlTTt   Tnr  ';'  ??  "T   "'""  '"^  ''   ^^^  °^^^-^   new'recreatiL 
Bites,  It  will  not  allow  the  agency  to  set  up  new  agreements  for 

protection  of  the  facilities  or  visitors;  (2)   The  funding  of  existing 

agreements  at  previous  levels  pays  for  fewer  patrols  becaLfof      ^ 

thfsf  offi.   f '  °'  1°""^^   "^^""'^  "'^"'"  ""i'^^^  ^-«  increasing  and 
these  offices  do  not  have  enough  personnel  to  handle  their  own 
authorities^  Without  increased  funding  and  some  assurance  that  the 
federal  funding  of  these  agreements  will  continue,  these  small  local 
law  enforcement  agencies  cannot  hire  additional  personnel  ^handle 
increasing  federal  needs.  (3)  Cooperation  between  state  and  lo«l  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  the  federal  government  decreases  without 
these  cooperative  agreements.   The  decreases  in  cooperatio^af fects 
public  safety  since  fewer  state  and  local  patrols  are  done  on  tSe 
National  Forest  System  lands.  (4)  The  decreased  presence  of  Cnif^nned 
or  5edeLrofr''°'''  r'^'^^'^'  °'   ^^^^her  they  are  state  and  lo^l 
iLids      °""=^"'  *1«°  ««ects  crime  prevention  on  the  forest 

The  reduction  of  $934,000  and  10  FTE  in  the  drug  enforcement  area  will 
the^^Fores"  s:^°ce°'r'"'"'^  activities  within  the  agency.   Iuh:;g; 
l7./,     t        Service  will  continue  to  place  emphasis  on  high  drug 
Ictivlties^  areas,  some  forests  may  see  an  increase  in  illicit  drug 
activities.   Cannabis  cultivation,  chemical  drug  laboratories  and  druo 

dine  S  thf  ''""'='^°"'  "a'^ication,  and  prosecution  activities  be^ng 
iden^?^  the  agency,  persons  engaging  in  illegal  drug  activities  may 
Identify  and  use  Federal  lands  for  these  illicit  purposes 

ITlltT       """""^T   '"  '''"""  '''"3^'  ^3  activities  are  hazardous  to 
the  resources,  employees,  and  the  visiting  public. 
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A  decrease  of  $5,081,000  and  49  FTEs  from  the  1996  base  in  the 
internal  law  enforcement  program  will  affect  the  following  areas:   (1) 
No  additional  law  enforcement  officers  will  be  hired  to  protect  the 
resources  or  the  increasing  visiting  public.   In  fact,  many   current 
unfilled  positions  will  remain  vacant.   (2)  Some  areas  of  the  National 
Forests  will  not  have  any  full-time  law  enforcement  personnel  to 
provide  crime  prevention,  protection  or  enforcement  activities.   (3) 
Some  investigations  of  criminal  activities  that  effect  the  resources 
will  not  be  accomplished.  (4)  The  work  effectiveness  of  current  law 
enforcement  personnel  will  decline  due  to  stress  of  being  overloaded 
with  work  that  they  can  not  accon^lish.   (5)  Recertif ication,  training 
suid  development  of  better  law  enforcement  methods  would  be  reduced. 
This  would  also  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  current  personnel.   (6) 
Continuing  efforts  to  upgrade  the  credibility  and  professionalism  of 
current  personnel  would  stop.  (7)  The  level  of  support  services  suid 
equipment  to  the  law  enforcement  program  will  be  reduced  causing 
reduced  effectiveness.  (8)  The  development  cmd  procurement  of  a  case 
management  system  mandated  by  Congress  in  the  Federal  Uniform  Crime 
Reporting  Act  of  1988  will  not  be  accomplished.  (9)  Mauidatory  security 
clearances  for  all  LE  personnel  will  not  be  completed. 

Regardless  of  the  law  enforcement  activity  that  is  reduced,  it  equates 
to  less  law  enforcement  personnel  to  provide  crime  prevention, 
resource  protection,  protection  of  employees  and  the  visiting  public, 
and  investigation  and  prosecution  of  criminal  activities  that  affect 
the  national  forest  system.   It  will  also  inpact  the  effectiveness  of 
current  law  enforcement  personnel  due  to  reasons  listed  eibove. 

Con^arison  of  data  from  one  year  to  the  next  in  the  law  enforcement 
area  is  extremely  difficult.   We  may  investigate  less  cases  than  in 
the  previous  year,  yet  those  investigations  may  be  more  coo^lex  and 
involve  more  time  and  personnel  than  the  previous  year .   The 
investigations  could  also  involve  more  serious  criminal  activities 
than  those  of  the  prior  year.   We  may  spend  more  time  enforcing  rules 
and  regulations  to  protect  the  resources,  en^loyees  and  public  «rtiich 
would  ecpaate  to  more  crime  prevention.   We  could  spend  more  time 
performing  drug  enforcement  activities,  yet  obtain  fewer  arrests  and 
less  eradication  because  of  the  investigative  complexities  auid/or  the 
practices  of  the  criminals  involved  in  those  drug  trafficking 
activities.   For  these  reasons  cooparison  of  law  enforcement  data 
would  not  led  to  conclusive  explanations  of  needs. 


REORGANIZATIONS 

Ouestion:  The  December  6,  1994  reorganization  plan  discusses 
consolidating  the  nine  regional  offices  into  seven.   However,  it  does 
not  provide  estimated  savings  nor  discuss  possible  consolidations  of 
forest  supervisor  or  district  offices.  What  are  the  estimated  dollar 
savings  and  staff  reductions  from  the  consolidation  o£  the  regional 
offices? 

Answer:  The  Executive  Sunnuury  of  the  December  6  report  indicates 
potential  personnel  reductions  of  300  employees  with  associated 
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potential  cost  savings  of  approximately  $17  million.   We  are  currently- 
conducting  a  coat  analysis  to  develop  a  more  accurate  estimate. 

350.  Question:  What  are  the  estimated  io^lementation  costs,  including 
retraining  costs  and  personnel  relocation  costs? 

Answer :   CXir  ongoing  cost  2uialysis  will  include  cost  estimates  for 
implementing  the  personnel  reductions  and   transfers. 

351.  Question:  How  will  the  reorganization  affect  programs? 

Answer :   The  goal  of  the  reorganization  is  to  achieve  efficiencies  in 
our  operations  smd  promote  effectiveness  of  program  delivery.   Our 
proposed  office  consolidations  are  a  way  to  achieve  downsizing  goals 
and  reduce  personnel  costs  to  stay  within  expected  reduced  budget 
levels.   Consolidated  offices  and  regional  leadership  teams  will 
promote  more  effective  regional  leadership  and  delivery  of  all  Forest 
Service  programs  in  all  regions. 

352.  Question:  Are  there  further  opportunities  for  savings  such  as  the 
consolidation  of  Forest  Supervisor  and  District  offices  which  were 
identified  in  the  Madigem  study  on  Forest  Service  reorganization? 

Answer :   Such  opportunities  are  possible.   Regional  leadership  will 
determine  where  such  consolidations  are  appropriate.   They  are  not 
specified  in  our  national  pl2tns. 

353.  Question:  In  1994,  GAD  looked  at  the  potential  for  consolidating  the 
forestry  functions  of  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  and  found  many 
unresolved  issues  relating  to  conflicting  legislative  mandates,  timber 
harvesting  procedures,  and  revenue  sharing  formula.   As  part  of 
increased  interagency  cooperation  and  coordination,  has  any  further 
consideration  been  given  to  the  consolidation  of  the  forestry 
functions  of  BUI  and  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer :   No,  not  at  this  time. 

354.  Question:  We  would  expect  that  all  proposed  reorganizations,  including 
the  Washington  office,  will  be  sent  up  to  the  Committee  for  review 
under  the  i4>propriations  Act  and  the  reprogramning  process.   Is  that 
how  you  intend  to  proceed? 

Answer:   Yes,  we  intend  to  proceed  this  way. 

355.  Question:  Can  you  tell  us  now,  how  many  employees  will  be  impacted  by 
the  restructuring,  and  ^at  are  the  estimated  inqplementation  costs  as 
well  as  future  savings? 

Answer:   We  are  currently  conducting  the  analyses  to  estimate  the 
number  of  employees  and  associated  costs/savings  with  our  proposed 
restructurings . 
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FIREFIGHTING 

Question:  In  February,  1995,  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  cited  Bureau  of  Leuid  Management  and  the  Forest 
Service  for  unsafe  conditions  that  led  to  the  tragic  deaths  of  14 
firefighters  in  the  South  Canyon  fire  on  July  6,  1994.   What  were  the 
reasons  for  the  citation,  and  what  corrective  actions  will  be  taken 
before  the  1995  fire  season  begins? 

Answer :  The  identical  Citations  issued  to  the  Forest  Service  and  the 
Bureau  of  I<and  Memagement  are  public  record  (a  copy  follows  the 
response  to  this  question) .   Citation  1,  Item  1  is  deemed  as  a  willful 
violation.   It  was  aibated  at  the  time  the  citation  was  issued  because 
the  items  specifically  noted  took  place  on  the  South  Ccinyon  Fire. 
Therefore,  the  willful  violations  ended  when  the  fire  incident  ended. 
Citation  1,  Item  2  is  deemed  a  serious  violation  and  requires  an 
eibatement  plan  to  guide  the  corrective  actions. 

The  citations  were  clarified  by  OSHA  at  the  Informal  Conference 
requested  by  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  LcUid  Management .   The 
Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Leuid  Management  are  drafting  the 
edjatement  plcui  for  submission  to  OSHA  by  May  19,  1995. 

The  tragedy  on  the  South  Ceuiyon  Fire  in  itself  served  as  a  significeuit 
message  to  firefighters  and   mamagers  throughout  the  wildland  fire 
community  but  in  addition,  actions  begoui  immediately  to  determine  and 
inclement  corrective  actions. 

The  Interagency  Accident  Investigation  Team  immediately  issued 
two  safety  messages  to  all  firefighters. 

All  Forest  Service  units  had  a  "stand  down  for  safety"  to 
reaffirm  the  Agency's  policy  that  safety  is  the  first  and  most 
in^ortcuit  consideration  in  euiy  project  and  to  do  a  mid- season 
safety  check. 

Jack  Ward  Thomas,  Forest  Service  Chief,  made  a  conference  call  to 
all  Regional  Foresters  directing  them  to  become  personally 
involved  with  the  fire  program  cuid  to  be  personally  assured  that 
safety  is  getting  the  highest  priority  in  the  fire  program. 

The  Interagency  Management  Review  Teeun  appointed  to  review  the 
South  Canyon  Accident  Report  and  develop  an  action  plcui  for 
corrective  action  has  developed  a  plan  with  34  action  items. 
Each  action  item  has  been  assigned  to  an  individual  with  a  due 
date.   Several  action  items  have  been  completed  auid  most  of  the 
rest  will  be  complete  prior  to  fire  season,  1995.   Some  actions 
dealing  with  organizational  culture  will  require  more  time  for 
inp  1 ementat  i  on . 

Reaffiinning  that  fire  fighter  safety  is  our  number  one  priority  has 
been  the  focus  of  the  Forest  Service  fire  progreun  since  the  South 
Canyon  incident.   The  action  items  taken  in  response  to  the  OSHA 
citations  are  the  conspicuous  corrective  measures.  In  order  to 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor 

OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

DENVER  AREA  OFHCE 

1391  SPEER  BLVD..  SUITE  210 

DENVER.  CO   80204 

Phone:  (303)844-5285    FAX;  303-844-6676 


Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthfiil  Workmg  Conditions 


'?«« 


To: 

Chief,  U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service 
201  14th  Street,  S.W. 
Washington.  DC  20250 


Inspection  Site: 

South  Canyon  Fire 

7  Miles  West  of  Glenwood  Springs 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO    81602 


Inspection  Number    11618S406 
Inspection  Date(s):     07/07/94-0 1/3 1/9S 
bsoance  Date:  02/08/95 

The  violaaon(s)  described  in  this  Notice  is  (are) 
alleged  to  have  occurred  on  or  about  the  day(s)  the 
inspection  was  made  imless  otherwise  indicated  within 
the  description  given  below. 


This  Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unheaithful  Working  Conditions  (Notice)  describes  violations  of  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Act  of  1970,  the  Executive  Order  12196,  and  29  CFR  1960,  Basic  Program  Elements  for  Federal 
Employee  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Programs  and  Related  Maners.  You  must  abate  the  violations  referred 
to  in  this  Notice  by  the  dates  listed  unless  within  15  woricing  days  (excluding  weekends  and  Federal  holidays)  from 
your  receipt  of  this  Notice  you  request  an  Informal  Conference  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Area  Office 
at  the  address  shown  above. 

Posting  -  The  law  requires  that  a  copy  of  this  Notice  be  posted  immediately  in  a  prominent  place  at  or  near  the 
location  of  the  violation(s)  cited  herem.  or,  if  it  is  not  practicable  because  of  the  nature  of  the  employer's 
operations,  where  it  will  be  readily  observable  by  all  affected  employees.  This  Notice  must  remain  posted  until 
the  violation(s)  cited  herein  has  (have)  been  abated,  or  for  3  working  days  (excluding  weekends  and  Federal 
holidays),  whichever  is  longer. 

Notification  of  Corrective  Action  -  You  should  notify  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Area  Office  promptly 
by  letter  that  you  have  taken  appropriate  corrective  action  within  the  time  frame  set  forth  on  this  Notice.  Please 
inform  the  Area  Office  in  writing  of  the  abatement  steps  you  have  taken  and  of  their  dates,  together  with  adequate 
supponmg  docimientation.  e.g.,  drawings  or  photographs  of  corrected  conditions,  purchase/work  orders  related 
to  abatement  actions,  air  sampling  results,  etc. 

Employer  Discrimination  Unlawful  -  The  law  prohibits  discrimitution  by  any  person  against  an  employee 
for  filing  a  complaint  or  for  exercising  any  rights  under  this  Act.  An  employee  who  believes  that  he/she  has  been 
discriminated  against  may  file  a  complaint  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Area  Office  at  the  address  shown 
above. 
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Informal  Conference  -  An  informal  conference  is  not  required.  However,  if  you  wish  to  have  such  a 
conference  you  may  request  one  with  the  Area  Director  within  IS  working  days  after  receipt  of  this  Notice.  As 
soon  as  the  time,  date,  and  place  of  the  informal  conference  have  been  determined  please  complete  the  enclosed 
'Notice  to  Employees'  and  post  it  where  the  Notice  is  posted.  During  such  an  informal  conference  you  may 
present  any  evidence  or  views  which  you  believe  would  support  an  adjustment  to  the  Notice.  In  addition,  bring 
to  the  conference  any  and  all  supporting  documentation  of  existing  conditions  as  well  as  any  abatemetu  stq)s  taken 
thus  far. 


Notice  of  Unufe  or  UnhahhAii  Working  Conditions  Page  2  of  7  0SHA-2H(Rcv.  9/93) 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 


NOTICE  TO  EMPLOYEES 

An  infonnal  conference  has  been  scheduled  with  the  Occq)ational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  to  discuss  the  Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthful  Working  Conditions 
(Notice)  issued  on  02/08/95.  The  conference  will  be  held  at  the  OSHA  office  located  at 
OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY  AND  HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION,  1391  SPEER  BLVD., 

SUITE  210.  DENVER.  CO.  80204  on at .    Employees 

and/or  representatives  of  employees  have  a  right  to  attend  an  informal  conference. 


Noace  of  Unsafe  or  Uoheatiiiftil  Worfcinc  Cooditioni 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Inspection  Number:   116185406 

^  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  Inspection  Dates:  07/07/94  -  01/31/9S 

\  Issuance  Date:         02/08/95 

Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthful  Working  Condirions 

Company  Name:     U.S.  Dept  of  Agriculture/Forest  Service 

Inspection  Site:       South  Canyon  Fire  7  Miles  West  of  Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

Citarion  1  Item  1  Type  of  Violation:    WUlflll 

Pait  1960.8(a)  of  the  Basic  Program  Elemeius  for  Federal  Occupational  and  Safety  and  Health  Programs 
Administration:  The  agency  did  not  fiimish  employees  enqiloymem  which  was  free  from  recognized  hazards 
that  were  causing  or  likely  to  cause  death  or  serious  physical  harm  in  that  the  safety  provisions  of  the  NWCG 
Fireline  Handbook  were  not  enforced  resulting  in  employee  exposure  to  the  hazards  of  bums,  smoke 
inhalation,  or  death  from  fire: 

At  the  South  Canyon  Fire  near  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado: 

a)  The  identity  of  the  Incidem  Commander  was  not  effectively  communicated  to  firefighters. 

b)  Adequate  safety  zones  and  escape  routes  were  not  established  for  and  identified  to  employees. 

c)  Available  weather  forecasts  and  expected  fire  behavior  information  was  not  provided  to  employees. 
This  information  includes: 

1)  Weather  -  including  red  flag  warning,  local  forecast. 

2)  Fuels  -  types,  density,  fuel  moisture. 

3)  Topography  -  grade,  contours,  elevation. 

d)  Adequate  fire  lookouts  were  not  used  on  the  fire.   Employees  engaged  in  fu-e  suppression 
activities,  including  downhill  fireline  construction  into  dense  fiiels,  were  not  in  a  position  to  view  the 
entire  fire  from  and,  therefore,  would  not  be  aware  of  potential  hazards  such  as  fire  sponing  and  fire 
blow-up. 

«)  Hazardous  downhill  fireline  construaion  was  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  result  in  a  hazartlous 
'  working  condition: 

1)  Downhill  fireline  construction  commenced  adjacent  to  a  iopognq)bical  chimney. 

'  2)  The  downhill  fireline  was  not  anchored  at  the  top. 

3)  The  downhill  fireline  was  constructed  into  dense  fuels  during  potential  blow-up  conditions. 


See  piges  1  through  3  of  this  Notice  for  mfonnatian  on  employer  and  employee  hghu  and  responsibilitiet. 

Notice  of  Unsafe  or  UnheaUhftil  Wortdnf  Conditions  I^  4  of  7  OSHA-2H  (Kev.  9/93) 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Inspection  Number:  1 1618S406 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  Inspection  Dates:  07/07/94  -  01/31/95 

Issuance  Date:         02/08/95 

Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthful  Working  Conditions 

Company  Name:     U.S.  Dept  of  Agriculture/Forest  Service 

Inspection  Site:        South  Canyon  Fire  7  Miles  West  of  Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

4)  The  fireline  was  not  strengthened  as  construction  progressed  downhill  (widening,  line 
firing). 

Among  others,  one  feasible  and  acceptable  method  of  abatemem  to  correct  this  hazard  is  to  follow  the 
firefighting  safety  provisions  contained  in  the  Fireline  Handbook  by  the  National  Wildfire  Coordinating  Group: 

a)  Ensure  that  the  Incident  Commander  identifies  himself  as  such  on  all  radio  commtmications  and 
adequately  brief  key  persormel  as  to  who  the  Incidem  Commander  is. 

b)  Adequate  escape  routes  and  safety  zones  must  be  provided  for  and  identified  to  employees  prior  to 
engaging  in  fire  suppression  activities. 

c)  Coinprehensive  weather  forecasts  and  expected  fire  behavior  information  must  be  provided  to 
employees  engaged  in  fire  suppression  activities. 

d)  Adequate  lookouts  must  be  used  whenever  there  is  the  potential  for  fire  spoaing  and  fire  blow-up. 
The  lookouts  must  identify  and  communicate  fire  spotting  and  fire  blow-ups  to  firefighters  so  that 
appropriate  action  can  be  taken. 

e)  If  downhill  fireline  construction  is  attempted  the  following  precautions,  among  others,  must  be 
taken: 

1)  Downhill  firelines  are  not  constructed  adjacem  to  a  chinmey. 

2)  Downhill  firelines  are  anchored  at  the  top. 

3)  Firelines  are  not  constructed  into  dense  fuels  during  potential  blow-up  conditions. 

4)  Downhill  firelines  are  strengthened  (widening,  line  firing)  as  construction  progresses. 


IJaie  By  WKcHTOaiidii  Must  be  AbatednSiMEDIATEUPON  BECEIPT 


See  p*to  I  ihrougfa  3  of  this  Nocice  for  infonnauon  on  employer  and  employee  rights  and  respensibiliuei. 

Nodee  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealihfiil  Working  Condiuons  Page  S  of  7  OSHA-2H  (Rev.  9/93) 


246 


U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Inspection  Number:    116185406 

OccupationaJ  Safety  and  Health  Administration  Inspection  Dates:  QllQni9A  -  01/31/95 

Issuance  Date:  02/08/95 

Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthful  Working  Conditions 

Company  Name:     U.S.  Dept  of  Agriculture/Forest  Service 

Inspection  Site:       South  Canyon  Fire  7  Miles  West  of  Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

Citation  1  Item  2  Type  of  Violation:     ScrioUS 

Part  1960.8(a)  of  the  Basic  Program  Elements  for  Federal  Occupational  and  Safety  and  Health  Progiams 
Administration:  The  agency  did  not  furnish  enq)ioyees  empioymem  which  was  free  from  recognized  hazards 
that  were  causing  or  likely  to  cause  death  or  serious  physical  harm  in  that  the  safety  provisions  of  the  NWCG 
Fireline  Handbook  were  not  enforced  resulting  in  employee  exposure  to  the  hazards  of  bums,  smoke 
inhalation,  or  death  from  fire: 

At  the  South  Canyon  Fire  near  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado: 

The  agency  failed  to  provide  sufficieiu  management  oversight  to  ensure  that  existing  safe  firefighting  practices 
were  followed: 

a)  Management  failed  to  provide  the  firefighters  with  comprehensive  fire  behavior  information  to 
include  fuel  type/moisture,  topography,  and  local  weather  forecasts. 

b)  Management  failed  to  ensure  that  the  evolution  of  the  Incident  Command  system  was  commensurate 
with  the  fire  threat. 

c)  Even  though  fires  in  the  surrounding  area  (Bunniger  Fire  and  Paonia  Fire),  with  similar  fiiels,  were 
exhibiting  extreme  fire  behavior,  management  failed  to  follow  the  safety  practices  for  blow-up 
conditions. 

d)  Management  failed  to  conduct  adequate  workplace  inspeaions  of  firefighting  operations  to  include 
on-site,  frontline  evaluations.   These  evaluations  must  be  conducted  to  ensure  that  established  safe 
firefighting  praaices  are  enforced  on  fires  of  all  classifications. 

Among  others,  some  feasible  and  acceptable  methods  of  abatemem  to  correct  this  hazard  are: 

'  a)  Managemem  must  ensure  that  firefighters  are  provided  with  comprehensive  fire  behavior 
information  to  include  fuel  type/moisture,  topography,  and  local  weather  forecasts. 

b)  Management  must  ensure  that  the  evolution  of  the  Incident  Command  system  is  commensurate  with 
the  fire  threat. 

c)  Managemem  must  ensure  that  the  safety  praaices  contained  in  the  Fireline  Handbook  pertaining  to 
blow-up  conditions  are  followed. 


See  pages  1  thnwgb  3  of  this  Notice  for  infomuiion  on  employer  and  employee  rights  and  responsibilities. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Inspection  Number:    116185406 

Occupaiional  Safety  and  Health  Administration  Inspection  Dates:  07/07/94  -  01/31/95  

Issuance  Date:  02/08/95  \    js    i' 

Notice  of  Unsafe  or  Unhealthfiil  Working  Condirions 

Company  Name:      U.S.  Dept  of  Agriculture/Forest  Service 

Inspection  Site:        South  Canyon  Fire  7  Miles  West  of  Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

d)   Adequate  workplace  inspections  of  firefightiiig  operations  to  include  on-site,  frontline  evaluations 
must  be  conducted  to  ensure  that  established  safe  firefighting  practices  are  enforced  on  fires  of  all 
classifications.   When  situations  arise  involving  multiple  agencys'  responsibilities  for  conditioiis 
affpTting  employee  safety  and  health,  coordination  of  inspection  ftmctions  is  required. 


EBSE^pWEQrVfoiation  Mmt  lie  Abated:  "05/08/8S 


.^^kL^^^ 


BOBBY  E.  GirbVER 
Area  Direaor 


See  pi|0  I  ifaroa|ii  3  of  ihii  Notice  for  bianmnaa  oa  employer  md  empkqree  tipu  md  lapowibilidet. 
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minimize  future  accidents,  every  training  session,  workshop,  work 
session  and  meeting  begins  and  ends  with  reminders  eibout  safety. 

357.  Question:  According  to  GAO,  some  Forest  Service  employees  have  said 
that  the  unlimited  funding  of  fire  suppression  has  lead  to  higher 
costs  due  to  the  acquisition  of  non-essential  equipment  and  supplies. 
What  controls  are  in  place  to  ensure  that  only  essential  fire  fighting 
related  items  are  acquired  with  fire  fighting  funds? 

Answer :  Every  purchase  of  supplies  or  equipment  for  fighting  wildfires 
must  be  "certified  for  payment"  prior  to  completion  of  the 
tremsaction.   All  certifying  officers  are  members  of  the  Fiscal  staff 
of  the  National  Forest  making  the  purchase,  none  are  Fire  Management 
staff  personnel . 

Guidatnce  on  the  propriety  of  each  purchase  is  found  in  the  Forest 
Service  Handbook  on  ;^propriation  Use,  FSH6509.11g,  Chapter  50, 
revised  in  1994 . 

The  final  internal  control  lies  with  reviews  conducted  during  or  after 
fires  by  Regional  or  National  staff.   Errors  detected  during  review 
can  be  corrected  with  accounting  adjustments  and  the  process  helps 
build  better  systems  for  the  future  to  prevent  errors  from  occurring. 

358.  Question:  According  to  GAO,  fire  suppression  costs  on  a  large  fire  can 
run  up  to  $2  million  per  day,  with  large  helicopters  costing  $100,000 
per  day,  and  fixed-wing  air  tankers  $40,000  per  day.   What  has  the 
Forest  Service  done  to  measure  the  benefits  and  cost -effectiveness  of 
such  equipment  in  fighting  fires? 

Answer:  The  cost  of  suppressing  large  fire  can  be  very  expensive  on  a 
per  day  basis.   Large  helicopters  euid  fixed- wing  air  temkers  can 
contribute  to  high  daily  costs  due  to  their  per-hour  rates,  cunount  of 
usage  per  day,  and  numbers  of  aircraft  used  per  day  on  a  large 
wildfire.   The  Forest  Service  measures  the  benefits  and 
cost -effectiveness  of  this  equipment  based  upon  suppression 
strategies,  fire  situation  analysis,  and  incident  action  plems 
conducted  daily  on  these  large  fires.   Suppression  strategies, 
equipment  usage,  and  expenditure  of  funds  must  be  commensurate  with 
the  values  at  risk  (lives,  urban  interface  communities,  structures, 
natural  resources)  as  depicted  in  the  individual  Forest  Lsmd 
Management  Plcuis . 

359.  Question:  What  is  the  Forest  Service  doing  to  reduce  wildfire 
suppression  costs? 

Answer :   Extensive  post -fire  season  reviews  were  conducted  at 
National,  Regional,  cuid  local  levels  including  a  Department  level 
review  of  fire  policy  co-chartered  by  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture 
euid  Interior.   Fiscal  euid  accounting  specialists  including 
comptrollers  and  Cost  Unit  Leaders  are  used  to  monitor  costs  on 
on-going  incidents  and  insure  adequate  oversight.   With  the  increasing 
buildup  of  forest  fuels  and  resulting  forest  health  problems,  the 
Forest  Service  is  increasing  fuel  treatment  activities  in  order  to 
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reduce  the  size  and  severity  of  wildfires,  thereby  reducing 
suppression  costs . 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  shows  firefighting  costs  since  1985, 
how  they  were  funded,  and  the  disposition  of  the  repayment  of  borrowed 
funds . 

Answer:   Information  for  FY  1985  through  FY  1987  is  not  readily 
available . 

EMERGENCY  FIREFIGHTING 
(Dollars  in  thousands) 


FY  1999 

FY  1989 

FY  1990 

FY  1991 

FY  1992 

FDND  CODE 

NFFF 

NFFF 

FFFS 

FFFS 

EFFS 

BODGETARY  RESOURCES: 

Current  Year  Funds : 

Appropriation 

125,000 

125,000 

383,000 

118,660 

219,000 

Supplemental 

250,000 

256,000 

Sequestered  Funds 

(4,197) 
634,813 

(624) 
118,036 

(1.411) 

Subtotal  available 

125,000 

375,000 

217,589 

Unobligated  balcuice  frwrd 

17,764 

7,797 

(22,962) 

109,314 

0 

Trauisfers  from  K-V 

508.000 
650,764 

215.000 
597,797 

220.000 
831,851 

75,000 

Total,  Operating  Plan 

227,350 

292,589 

Obligations 

809,959 

378,685 

253,683 

132,300 

290,335 

Collections  Reimbursement 

(166,992) 

(7,926) 

(4,145) 

(10,414) 

(4,925) 

K-V  Repayment 

250.000 
620,759 

473.000 
722,537 

Total,  Expenses 

642,967 

121,885 

285,411 

UNOBLIGATED  BALANCE 

FORWARD 

7,797 

(22,962) 

109,314 

105,465 

7,178 

STATUS  of  K-V  REPAYMENT 
K-V  Balance: 
Carryover 

Transfers  from  K-V 
K-V  Repayment 


0  (508,000)  (473,000)  (220,000)  (220,000) 
(508,000)  (215,000)  (220,000)  0  (75,000) 
0    250.000    473.000    0    0 


Net,  Balance  Owed 


(508,000)  (473,000)  (220,000)  (220,000)  (295,000) 
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FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FOND  CODE 

EFFS 

EFFS 

EFFS 

BUDGETARY  RESOURCES: 

Current  Year  Funds : 

impropriation 

187,000 

190,222 

426,200 

Supplemental 

188,000* 

150,000* 

Sequestered  Funds 

(1.589) 
185,411 

Subtotal  available 

378,222 

576,200 

Unobligated  balance  frwrd 

7,178 

24,526 

3,168 

Transfers  from  K-V 

192,589 

350,000 
752,748 

Total,  Operating  Plcin 

579,368 

Obligations 

184,037 

757,242 

Collections  Reimbursement 

(15,973) 

(7,662) 

K-V  Repayment 

350.000 

Total,  Expenses 

168,063 

749,580 

350,000 

UNOBLIGATED  BALANCE 

FORWARD 

24,526 

3,168 

229,368 

STATUS  of  K-V  REPAYMENT 

K-V  Balance: 

Carryover  (295,000)  (295,000)  (645,000) 

Transfers  from  K-V  0  (350,000)         0 

K-V  Repayment  0  0    350.000 

Net,  Balance  Owed  (295,000)  (645,000)  (295,000) 

*From  Emergency  Fire  Contingency  Account 


361.  Question:  Provide  a  table  on  the  receipts,  normal  e^qienses,  and 
firefighting  borrowing  euid  repayments  to  the  K-V  fund  from  1990 
1996. 


Answer: 


BUDGETARY  RESOURCES: 
Current  Year  Funds: 


251 


COOPERATIVE  WORK--KV 
(Dollars  in  thousands) 

FY  1990    FY  1991    FY  1992    FY  1993    FY  1994 


Collections 

Current  Year  Oprtng  Plan 
Unobligated  baleuice  frwrd 
K-V  Repayment  from  Fire 

209, 

202, 
473, 
885, 

217, 
220, 
437, 

447, 

,148 

2 

,909 

,oop 

,059 

,307 
,000 
,307 

,752 

192, 

4, 

447, 

,977 
,422 
,752 

251, 
419, 

,269 
119 
,754 

269, 
378, 

,114 

(58) 
,200 

225, 
433, 

,389 

(8) 

,602 

Total,  Operating  Plan 

Expenses : 
Obligations 
Transfer  for  Firefighting 

645, 
225, 

,151 
,396 

671, 

217, 

75, 

292, 

378, 

,142 

,942 
,000 
,942 

,200 

647, 
213, 

,256 
,654 

658, 

190, 
359, 
540, 

118, 

,982 

,755 
,9PQ 

Total ,  Expenses 

UNOBLIGATED  BALANCE 
FORWARD 

225, 
419, 

,396 
,754 

213, 
433, 

,654 
,602 

,755 
,227 

STATUS  of  K-V  REPAYMENT 
K-V  Balance: 
Treuis  to  Firefighting 
Carryover  Balance 
Excess  K-V  Funds 
K-V  Repayment 

Net,  Balance  Owed 


220, 

,000 

0 

75, 

,000 

0 

350, 

,000 

473, 

,000 

220,000 

220, 

,000 

295, 
(7, 

,000 
,738) 

287, 
(27, 

,262 
,112) 

(473, 

,OpO) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

220, 

,000 

220,000 

295, 

,000 

287, 

,262 

610, 

,151 

Question:  In  February,  1995,  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  cited  Bureau  of  Ljund  Management  and  the  Forest 
Service  for  unsafe  conditions  that  led  to  the  tragic  deaths  of  14 
firefighters  in  the  South  Ceuiyon  fire  on  July  6,  1994.   What  were  the 
reasons  for  the  citation,  auid  what  corrective  actions  will  be  taOcen 
before  the  1995  fire  season  begins? 

Answer :  This  question  is  identical  to  Question  356.   Please  see  the 
response  to  Question  356. 

Question:  Assuming  no  new  emergency  firefighting  funds  will  be 
appropriated,  no  repayments  will  be  made  to  the  K-V  for  prior  year 
borrowings,  and  a  normal  K-V  program,  what  is  the  projected  funding 
available  for  firefighting  in  the  K-V  fund  in  1995  amd  1996? 

Answer :   The  FY  1995  appropriation  for  Emergency  Firefighting  included 
a  $200.0  million  supplemental  to  repay  K-V  for  funds  borrowed  in  FY 
1994.   This  $200.0  million  has  already  been  repaid  to  K-V.   In 
addition,  $150.0  million  was  released  from  the  Emergency  Firefighting 
Contingency  Account  to  the  Emergency  Firefighting  Account  by  President 
Clinton  and  repaid  to  K-V.  The  Emergency  Firefighting  Account  still 
owes  K-V  $295.0  million  for  funds  borrowed  prior  to  FY  1994. 
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The  K-V  fund  will  have  approximately  $400.0  million  available  to  loan 
to  the  Emergency  Firefighting  Account  for  the  1995  fire  season. 
However,  this  would  almost  conpletely  deplete  the  K-V  fund  of 
availaible  cash,  leaving  nothing  available  for  1996. 


CONSTRUCTION 

364.  Question:  If  due  to  severe  budget  constraints,  the  Committee  were  to 
fund  only  absolutely  essential  construction  projects  in  1996,  what 
projects  would  be  funded,  how  much  funding  would  be  needed  for  each  of 
those  projects,  and  how  much  administrative  funding  and  staffing  would 
be  required? 

Answer :  We  do  not  ask  for  any  projects  that  are  not  essential  for 
support  of  Forest  Service  program  delivery.   All 

construction/reconstruction  projects  solve  problems  on  the  ground  such 
as  a  failed  water  system,  or  access  to  an   insect  infested  stand  of 
timber,  or  a  building;  that  does  not  meet  safety  otnd  health  standards 
of  the  Uniform  Building  code,  is  energy  inefficient,  or  is  a  high  cost 
lease  where  we  ceui  actually  save  money  over  time.  Our  projects  are  put 
together  each  year  with  the  highest  priority  being  done  within 
availaljle  funding.   Our  1996  request  is  baleuiced  with  other  progreuns 
and  we  feel  that  it  represents  the  best  return  for  the  taxpayers. 

365.  Question :  What  is  the  backlog  of  construction  needs,  and  what  is  the 
basis  for  this  estimate? 

Answer :  The  entire  backlog  ainswer  was  summarized  including  both 
maintenance  and  construction  in  the  response  to  question  252 . 

366.  Question:  The  1995  Committee  report  directed  that  no  construction  take 
place  in  Hells  Canyon  until  a  conprehensive  management  plan  has  been 
prepared.   What  is  the  status  of  any  construction  activities  and  the 
management  pi  am? 

Answer:  All  contracts  have  been  cancelled  or  are  in  the  process  of 
cancellation  with  one  exception.   The  Indian  Crossing  contract  awarded 
3  years  ago  is  nearing  completion.  The  draft  EIS  on  the  management 
plan  is  expected  to  be  coa^leted  in  June  with  the  final  ccapleted  in 
October . 

FACILITIES  CONSTRUCTION 

367.  Question:  How  are  construction  funds  allocated  by  region? 

Answer:  There  are  two  levels  of  funding.  We  have  a  base  program  where 
regions  request  projects  under  $1,000,000  and  a  national  priority  list 
for  projects  over  $1,000,000.  In  the  base  program  each  region  has  cui 
equal  number  of  dollars  to  meet  critical  needs  on  a  non- competitive 
basis.  Then  each  region  and   research  station  competes  on  a  national 
basis  to  fund  more  expensive  projects  that  can  not  be  practically 
included  under  the  base  level  of  very  limited  dollars. 
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368.  Question:  Revise  the  list  of  fire,  administrative  and  other 
construction  projects  to  separate  new  construction  projects,  new 
rehabilitation  projects  (including  a  new  phase),  and  continuing 
rehabilitation  projects  for  which  construction  will  be  underway  by  the 
beginning  of  1996. 

Answer:   This  information  is  currently  under  development.   The 
information  will  be  provided  to  the  Committee  under  separate  cover  by 
mid-May. 

369.  Question:  Are  the  recreation  projects  listed  in  the  Explamatory  Motes 
in  priority  order? 

Answer :  The  majority  of  the  projects  are  listed  in  priority  order. 
However,  these  priorities  can  change  depending  upon  such  things  as 
partnership  opportunities,  health  cind  safety,  issues  that  develop 
after  submission,  lack  of  compcuiion  road  dollars,  etc. 

370.  Question:  Revise  the  list  of  recreation  construction  projects  to 
separate  new  construction  projects,  new  rehabilitation  projects 
(including  a  new  phase) ,  and  continuing  reheibilitation  projects   for 

which  construction  will  be  underway  by  the  beginning  of  1996. 

Answer:  This  information  is  currently  under  development.   The 
information  will  be  provided  to  the  Committee  under  separate  cover  by 
mid-May. 

371.  Question:  The  prepared  statement  indicates  that  there  is  a  $1  billion 
recreation  infrastructure  backlog  in  recreation  facilities,  trails 
maintenance  auid  reconstruction,  suid  recreation  related  roads  euid 
bridges.   Is  this  all  mainteneuice  and  repair  to  existing  facilities 
and  roads,  or  does  it  include  the  demeind  for  new  facilities  and 
roads  ? 

Answer:   The  current  estimate  of  backlog  is  : 

Recreation  Facilities        $818  Million 
Trails  $267 

Rec.  Roads  and  Bridges       $295    " 

Deferred  facility  maintencuice  and  repair  includes  needed 
rehabilitation/reconstruction,  replacements,  resource  protection 
projects,  euid  work  to  eliminate  health  and  safety  problems  such  as 
contaminated  drinking  water  supplies,  leaking  toilets  vaults,  etc.   FY 
1994  field  inventory  estimates  show  a  total  of  $818  million  in 
deferred  facility  maintenance  euid  repair  backlog  needs.   Proposed 
funding  in  the  FY96  Budget  Rec[uest  would  reduce  the  backlog  by 
approximately  $25  million. 

The  FY  1994  estimate  of  $267  million  in  deferred  trail  maintenemce  and 
reconstruction  backlog  is  based  on  field  inventories  and  includes 
heavy  maintenance  cuid  trail  reconstruction  to  restore  trails  to 
estaiblished  trail  standards.   This  work  includes  realignment  of 
segments,  upgrading  to  accocranodate  different  users,  obliteration  of 
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trails  no  longer  needed,  or  rebuilding  trail  facilities  to  standard. 
Proposed  funding  in  the  FY96  Budget  Request  would  increase  the  backlog 
by  approximately  $12  million. 

372.  Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  this  estimate? 

Answer:   Recreation  facility  backlog  was  originally  based  on  a  1991 
GAO  report  which  identified  a  backlog  of  $449  million  existing  in 
1989.   FY  1994  field  inventory  estimates  currently  show  that  backlog 
has  grown  to  $818  million. 

Trails  backlog  is  based  on  field  inventories  and  includes  heavy 
maintencmce  and  trail  reconstruction  to  restore  trails  to  established 
trail  standards. 

Roads  aind  Bridges  are  based  on  studies  based  on  maintenance 
inventories  of  roads  maintained  to  stemdard. 

373.  Question:  What  is  the  Forest  Service  doing  to  address  the  backlog 
other  than  through  the  appropriations? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  is  exploring  several  options,  including: 
expanding  the  use  of  private  sector  investment  in  construction, 
operation,  and   maintencuice  of  NFS  developed  sites;  phasing  out  sites 
that  receive  lower  use,  have  high  costs  to  operate  cuid  maintain,  and 
have  negative  affects  on  ecosystems;  and  expanding  use  of 
concessionaire  services  for  operation  and  maintenance. 

374.  Question:  Given  the  huge  maintenance  backlog,  why  shouldn't  there  be  a 
moratoria  on  the  construction  of  new  recreation  facilities  for  several 
years? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  currently  has  a  moratorium  on  new  visitor 
information  facilities  which  will  exceed  $250,000,  ouid  is 
re-evaluating  the  scale  of  development  on  all  facilities.   The 
moratorium  excluded  facilities  currently  under  construction  euid  those 
that  have  received  congressional  authorization  and  earmarks.   This 
1994  moratorium  was  extended  for  eui  additional  2  years,  and  was 
initiated  to  orient  priorities  to  existing  facilities  and  programs  and 
finish  uncompleted  projects  within  budget  constraints. 


ROAD  CQNSTRUCTIQN 

375.     Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  if  no  new  recreation  or  general 

purpose  roads  were  funded  in  1996,  how  much  would  be  saved,  auid  what 
would  be  the  impact  on  FTEs? 

Answer :  Page  10-29  of  the  Explanatory  notes  shows  a  total  of 
$51,339,000  being  requested  to  support  the  recreation  and  general 
purpose  road  progrsuns.  That  represents  approximately  half  of  our  total 
road  program  request.  If  a  reduction  of  that  magnitude  occurred  in  one 
year  it  would  be  catastrophic  to  personnel  and  require  a 
reduction- in- force  (RTF)  personnel  action.   An  analysis  conducted  last 
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year  shows  about  300  FTB's  associated  with  the  recreation  and  general 
purpose  road  program  at  this  level  of  funding.   If  the  programs  were 
terminated  it  would  mean  RIF  action  of  300  people  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $85,000  each.  ($25,500,000  total)  The  cost  of  RIF  would  have  to 
come  from  the  remaining  road  dollars  and  other  resource  funds  further 
exacerbating  the  problem.  No  dollars  would  be  saved  by  such  a  drastic 
reduction  in  one  year. 

General  purpose  roads  are  essential  for  all  national  forest  management 
and  resource  programs.   While  recreation  roads  are  associated  with 
specific  projects,  general  purpose  roads  provide  major  access  for  all 
programs  as  well  as  project  specific  access  for  programs  such  as 
grazing,  fire  protection,  wildlife  and  fisheries  and  many  others. 

Questian:  What  would  be  the  impact  if  no  existing  roads  and  bridge 
improvements  were  funded  in  1996,  excluding  health,  safety  and 
environmental  safeguards,  how  much  would  be  saved,  and  what  would  be 
the  impact  on  FTEs? 

Answer:   All  of  our  projects  involving  existing  roads  and  bridges  are 
to  resolve  user  safety  and  environmental  effects  concerns.  Therefore, 
such  a  limitation  would  in  fact  not  limit  any  plemned  activities, 
would  create  no  savings  and  would  not  impact  FTE's. 

If  the  intent  of  the  question  was  to  eliminate  new  construction  that 
would  represent  27%  of  our  request,  or  about  $28  million.    A 
reduction  of  this  amount  in  one  year  would  be  significant  and  require 
RIF  action.   RIF  would  involve  approximately  200  people  and  cost  $17 
million.  A  500  MMBF  drop  in  timber  volume  offered  for  sale  would  also 
result  creating  an  inbalance  in  the  program  and  serious  loss  of  return 
to  the  treasury.  Average  value  of  the  timber  loss  would  be  $88 
million.  So  a  reduction  in  the  road  support  program  would  actually 
cost  about  $77  million. 


STAFFING 

Question:  The  budget  proposes  a  239  FTE  reduction  in  1996.  How  many  of 
these  reductions  will  be  accomplished  through  buyouts,  and  how  much  is 
budgeted  for  that  purpose? 

Answer:   Approximately  70  separations  are  expected  in  fiscal  year  1996 
as  a  result  of  buyouts.   Due  to  timing  of  departures,  a  savings  of 
approximately  40  staff  years  (FTEs)  is  expected.   The  cost  of  the 
buyouts  is  estimated  at  $1.5  million. 

Puestion:   In  order  to  understand  where  the  staffing  reductions  have 
occurred  to  date,  provide  a  summary  of  staffing  levels  and  annual 
reductions  by  organizational  level  for  1992-1996. 

Answer:   The  information  below  displays  count  of  permanent  en^jloyment 
(positions)  in  the  Forest  Service.   Actual  permanent  employment 
staffing  levels  by  organizational  level  is  as  follows: 


90-565  0-95-9 
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FY  1992 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995  * 

FY  1995  * 
(Midpoint) 


Regional  Stations  NE 

Offices  Forests  &  IITF  Area 


3,114  27,518  2,469 

3,215  27,850  2,628 

3,192  26,988  2,622 

2,839  24,401  2,393 

2,750  22,705  2,333 


FY  1996  *(Est)  2,550    22,350    2,300 


138 
158 
155 
153 
151 

150 


ro-DC 

WO 

-Det 

Tot 

:al 

845 

310 

34, 

,394 

899 

335 

35, 

,085 

896 

337 

34, 

,190 

835 

400 

31, 

,021 

810 

1 

,738 

30, 

,487 

1,900 


30,000 


The  annual  change  in  work  force  size: 


Regional 

Stations 

NE 

WO- 

WO- 

Dat 

:e 

Offices 

Forests 

&  IITF 

Area 

DC 

Detached 

Total 

FY 

1992 

+  101 

+  332 

+  159 

+20 

+  54 

+   25 

+   691 

FY 

1993 

-   23 

-  862 

6 

-  3 

-   3 

+    2 

-   895 

FY 

1994  * 

-  353 

-2587 

-  229 

-  2 

-  61 

+   63 

-  3169 

FY  1995  *(Est) 


289 


-2051 


93 


85 


+  1500 


*Soine  of  the  Regional  Office  auid  Forest  reductions  were  transfers  of  Job  Corps 
and  law  enforcement  employees  into  Washington  Office  Detached  unit. 
Approximately  200  Law  Enforcement  personnel  are  still  reflected  in  regional 
office  amd  forest  data  and  will  be  reassigned  in  the  near  future.   The  process 
is  complete  for  shifting  Job  Corps  personnel  orgamizationally  from  the  field 
locations  to  the  Washington  Office  Detached  Unit. 

379.      Question:  Of  the  3,600  FTE  reductions  which  have  occurred  during  1992 
-  1994,  how  many  were  achieved  through  buyouts,  what  was  the  total 
cost  of  the  buyouts,  euid  what  is  the  annual  savings  in  1995  of  the 
reduced  staffing  level? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  received  authority  to  offer  buyouts 
starting  in  FY  1994.   A  total  of  2,177  employees  accepted  the  buyout 
resulting  in  savings  of  72  6  staff  years  due  to  the  timing  of  the 
buyout .   The  costs  of  the  buyouts  for  FY  1994  was  approximately  $53 
million.   The  buyouts  were  necessary  due  to  program  shifts  and  budget 
reductions  which  resulted  in  many  employees  being  in  unfunded 
positions.   Therefore,  the  Agency  will  not  realize  savings  from  these 
staffing  reductions.   Based  on  FY  1995  Appropriations,  approximately 
2,000  employees  were  projected  (before  buyouts)  to  be  in  unfunded 
positions . 
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380.  Question:  Have  amy  severe,  uneven  personnel  shortages  occurred  in 
certain  areas  due  to  the  buyouts  and  sharp  staffing  reductions  over  a 
short  time  period,  and  if  so,  how  are  those  situations  addressed? 

Answer:   Only  one  shortage  was  severe  enough  to  come  to  national 
attention.   The  occurence  of  sm  une3q>ectedly  severe  fire  season  in  FY 
1994  created  the  need  to  re-employ  for  temporary  periods  under  the 
emergency  pay  plan  for  firefighters,  some  employees  with  critical 
skills  who  had  taken  buyouts.   The  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
approved  a  waiver  of  the  buyout  payback  provision  for  175  such  hires. 

Field  offices  reported  isolated  shortages  resulting  from  the  first 
buyout  window  during  which  over  2,100  people  left  the  orgauiization. 
This  identification  of  some  isolated  shortages  was  used  to  restrict 
buyouts  for  certain  lines  of  work  in  the  second  buyout  window.   The 
organization  is  currently  reviewing  orgcinizational  structures  to  take 
advantage  of  the  buyout  separations  amd  realign  work  and  orgamizations 
to  capture  efficiencies.   Workforce  gaps  or  shortages  in  isolated 
locations  should  disappear  once  this  realignment  is  complete. 

381.  Question:  What  is  the  average  employee  cost  for  salaries  and  benefits 
in  199G,  and  what  are  the  normal  estimated  1995  auid  1996  attrition 
rates,  exclusive  of  the  buyouts? 

Answer :   The  average  1996  salary  cost  for  permanent  employees  is 
$35,589  auid  cost  to  government  for  benefits  is  an  additional  $8,540 
for  permauient  employees . 

In  the  1980s,  the  agency's  attrition  rate  was  aJsout  5  percent.   In 
1994,  the  Forest  Service  eiqjerienced  3,777  separations  with 
approximately  2,100  of  these  being  buyouts.   The  non-buyout 
separations  were  mainly  due  to  the  Agency's  downsizing  efforts.   The 
increased  attrition  in  1994  will  lower  attrition  rates  for  the  next 
couple  years. 

In  FY  1995,  approximately  900  employees  will  leave  the  Agency  as  a 
result  of  taking  buyouts.   Based  on  historical  Agency  attrition  rates 
an  additional  400  to  500  employees  may  leave  the  workforce  for  a  total 
attrition  of  1,400  to  1,500  employees. 

In  1996,  we  project  that  attrition  will  be  between  600  amd  1,000 
enployees . 

382.  Question:  Provide  a  FTE  table  for  1994,  1995,  1996  and  change  95/96  by 
account  aind  line  item. 

Answer :  The  taible  follows: 
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USDA  FOREST  SERVICE 
FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENTS  (FTE) 


FOREST  RESEARCH 
Research  Foundation  Prograun 
Forest  Resources  &  Management 
Ecosystems  Research 

TOTAL  -  FOREST  RESEARCH 

STATE  &  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 
Forest  Health  Management 
Cooperative  Forestry 

TOTAL  -  STATE  &  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

EMERGENCY  PEST  SUPPRESSION  FUND 

INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

Ecosystem  Plauining,  Inv,  &  Mon. 

Recreation  Use 

Wildlife  cind  Fisheries  Mgmt 

Rcmgelaind  Mcinagement 

Forest land  Management 

Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Mgmt 

Minerals  &  Geology  Mgmt 

Landovmership  Mgmt 

Infrastructure  Mgmt 

Law  Enforcement  Operations 

General  Administration 

TOTAL  -  NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 


FY 

FY 

FY 

1996 

Chamge 

1994 

1995 

Pres 

FY  95  - 

Final 

Enacted 

Budget 

FY  96 

1,556 

1,617 

1,616 

-  1 

1,038 

1,091 

1,083 

-  8 

105 

214 

223 

+  9 

2,699 

2,922 

2,922 

0 

433 

444 

444 

0 

245 

257 

260 

+  3 

678 

701 

704 

+  3 

74 

0 

0 

0 

68 

71 

79 

+  8 

2,382 

2,610 

2,610 

0 

3,450 

3,813 

3,813 

0 

1,349 

1,545 

1,703 

+  158 

264 

304 

616 

+  312 

4,064 

4,319 

3,970 

-  349 

584 

731 

726 

5 

613 

675 

660 

-   15 

989 

1,079 

1,130 

+   51 

1,702 

1,890 

1,880 

-   10 

888 

1,034 

975 

-   59 

4,348 

4,446 

4,363 

-   83 

20,633 


22,446 


22,446 


FS  FIRE  PROTECTION 
Fire  Presuppression 
Fuels  Management 

TOTAL  -  FS  FIRE  PROTECTION 

EMERGENCY  FS  FIREFIGHTING  FUND 

CONSTRUCTION 
Facilities  Construction 
Roads  and  Trails  Construction 
TOTAL  -  CONSTRUCTION 

LAND  ACQUISITION  -  L&WCF 
Acquisition  Msuiagement 
Land  Purchase 

TOTAL  -  LAND  ACQUISITION  (LWCF) 


2,261 

2,212 

2,139 

-   73 

166 

198 

363 

+  165 

2,427 

2,410 

2,502 

+   92 

3,476 

1,400 

1,400 

0 

428 

411 

411 

0 

1,504 

1,541 

1,541 

0 

1,932 

1,952 

1,952 

0 

140 

148 

144 

-  4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

140 

148 

144 

-  4 
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OTHER  APPROPRIATIONS 
Land  Accpjisit ion- Land  Exchange 
Land  Acquisition-Special  Acts 
Range  Betterment  Fund 
Resource  Mgmt -Timber  Receipts 
Gifts,  Donations,  Bequests 

TOTAL  -  OTHER  APPROPRIATIONS 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 
Working  Funds 
Payment  Funds 

TOTAL  -  PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68 

70 

72 

■t-  2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

9 

0 

0 

^0 

70 

70 

72 

+  2 

3,987 

3,778 

3,593 

-  185 

0 

9 

0 

0 

3,987 


3,778 


3,593 


COOPERATIVE  WORK  -  TRUSTS 
Knut son - Veuidenberg 
Cooperative  Work-Other 

TOTAL  -  COOPERATIVE  WORK 


2,635 

450 

3,085 


2,949 

479 

3,428 


2,827 

460 

3,287 


122 
19 


REFORESTATION  TRUST  FUND 


TOTAL  -  REGULAR  FOREST  SERVICE  FTEs 


39,453 


39,592 


39,367 
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TRANSFER  ACCOUNT  FTEs    1/ 
GRAND  TOTAL  -  ALL  FTEs 


1,159       1,120      1,106     -   14 
40.612      40,712     40,473     -  239 


1/  Tramsfer  account  FTEs  include  staffing  associated  with  the  administration 
and  implementation  of  cooperative  programs  with  other  agencies.   The  majority 
of  these  transfer  account  FTEs  (i.e.,  more  them  80%  of  the  total  trauisfer 
account  FTEs)  are  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Department  of  Labor's 
Job  Corps  program. 


SKILLS  INVENTORY 


Question:  We  \inderstand  that  as  part  of  the  "Reinvention"  analysis, 
the  Forest  Service  has  conducted  a  skills  analysis  to  identify  skills, 
such  as  hydrologists,  in  which  there  is  a  shortage  to  accomplish  the 
work  of  the  agency.   Please  list  the  skills  shortages  that  have  been 
identified  and  explain  how  these  shortages  will  be  addressed  under  the 
FY  1996  Budget  Estimate  and  reinvention  efforts. 

Answer:  An  analysis  of  skill  areas  was  conducted  in  an  effort  to 
determine  skill  shortage  within  the  Forest  Service.   The  following  is 
a  list  of  identified  skills  shortages  that  should  be  acquired  or 
developed  in  the  future:   1)  Treaty  Rights;  2)  Title  Claims  and 
Encroachment;  3)  Disturbance  Ecology;  4)  Range  Permit  Administration; 
5)  Plant,  Wildlife,  T&E,  and  Aquatic  Ecologists;  6)  Water  Rights/ 
Water  Law;  7)  Hydrology;  8)  Dam  Safety;  9)  Remote 
Sensing/Geometronics;  10)  Logging  Systems;  11)  Natural  Resource 
Information  Management;  12)  Advanced  Complex  Silviculture/Forest 
Health;  13)  Air  Resources;  14)  Complex  Contract  Administrators/Harvest 
Administrators;  15)  HAZMAT;  and   16)  Geomorphology . 


260 


In  addition  to  the  above  skills,  each  Region  has  some  specific  needs 
that  are  not  universal.   Those  needs  have  been  identified  and  are 
being  addressed  by  each  region. 

Some  of  the  eibove  skills  can  be  accrued  by  providing  training  and 
development  of  existing  personnel.   In  other  situations,  skills  can  be 
gained  only  by  hiring  a  person  with  a  specific  type  of  education 
and/or  experience.   The  following  series  of  actions  have  been  or  will 
be  initiated  by  the  Forest  Service  to  acquire  needed  skills  in  future 
years:   1)  Share  skills  interregional ly;  2)  Zone  Skills;  3)  Contract 
for  the  skill;  4)  Direct  Hire;  5)  University  Courses;  6)  Coop 
Recruitment;  7)  Retraining;  8)  Share  with  other  Agencies;  9) 
Certification;  cuid  10)  On -the -Job  Training. 


CHALLENGE -COST  SHARE 

Question:  Provide  data  on  the  amount  of  non- Federal  dollars  matched 
through  the  Challenge -Cost -Share  by  activity.   What  are  the  1995  and 
1996  budgets  for  Challenge -Cost -Share  activities,  and  what  are  the 
impacts  of  euiy  proposed  cuts  in  terms  of  non-Federal  funds  which  will 
likely  not  be  available? 

Answer:  The  Challenge  Cost -Share  Program  is  a  unique  venture  in  which 
the  State  and  private  sectors  share  in  both  the  management  euid  cost  of 
Federal  wildlife  and  fish  habitat  improvement  programs.   Since  1986, 
total  partnership  contributions  of  labor,  materials,  expertise  and 
cash  have  approached  $106  million,  more  than  matching  Forest  Service 
monetary  contributions  of  more  than  $77  million.   Combined 
contributions  to  the  Challenge  Cost-Share  Program  for  wildlife  and 
fish  projects  since  1986  have  exceeded  $183  million. 

Through  habitat  improvement  projects  cuid  the  unparalleled  support  of 
thousands  of  partners,  mciny  species  have  returned  to  habitats  once 
abcuidoned.   Fragile  plant  hc±)itats  have  been  identified  auid 
protected.   Wetlauids  have  been  improved  by  the  construction  of  nesting 
islcuids  and  platforms.   Fisheries  have  benefited  from  improved  cover, 
construction  of  fish  ladders  euid  barriers,  and  restoration  of 
watersheds . 

The  following  table  shows,  by  year,  a  break-down  of  Federal  and 
partnership  contributions  to  the  Challenge  Cost-Share  Progrcim  for 
wildlife  cind  fish  habitat  improvements. 
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YEAR 
(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


1986 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1990 


1991 


Partners  1,604      2,662     4,615      9,469     12,338     19,341 

Forest  Service       904      1,500     2,586      6,371     9,941     11,937 


TOTAL 


2,508      4,162      7,201      15,840     22,279     31,278 


Forest  Service 


YEAR 
(Dollars  in  Thouseinds) 


15,173 


11,512 


19,683 


14,222 


21,021 


18,560 


105,906 


77,533 


26,685 


33,905 


39,581 


183,439 


In  FY  1995,  $15.4  million  were  appropriated  for  the  Challenge 
Cost-Share  Program  for  wildlife  and  fish  heUaitat  improvements.   The  FY 
1996  budget  shows  $17.69  million  in  appropriated  funds  for  this 
program.   The  success  of  the  program  is  measured,  in  part,  by  the 
receipt  of  matching  contributions  from  conservation  groups,  private 
enterprises,  individuals,  and  other  public  agencies.   Reductions  in 
Federal  dollars  will  in  turn  trauislate  to  real  reductions  in 
non-Federal  contributions,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  projects  and 
partnerships  for  habitat  improvement  work  on  national  forests  and 
grasslcinds . 


LANGUAGE  PROPOSALS 

Question:  Provide  a  table  which  displays  funding  for  pest  suppression 
which  shows  the  regular  euid  emergency  funding  1990-1996. 
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1992      1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

($$  in  thousands) 

21,338    10,725 

8,834 

4,676 

6,405 

10,871     5,424 

3,463 

3,153 

3,072 

Answer:  The  table  follows 
1990     1991 

Federal       20,318    22,999 

Cooperative   10,572   14,424 

Emerg  Fund  Authority 
Available        [0]       [0]        [0]   [26,000]   [26,329]   [31,076]   [16,661] 

Emerg  Fund 
Used  0  0    14,671     12,253     14,415 

386.  Question:  The  budget  proposes  to  delete  the  emergency  pest  suppression 
fund.  What  has  been  the  prograunmatic  basis  or  criteria  on  which  these 
funds  have  been  apportioned? 

Answer:  We  auiticipate  pest  suppression  needs  in  FY  1996  can  be  met 
with  regular  suppression  funds  and  estimated  emergency  fund  carryover. 

387.  Question:  Would  the  proposed  deletion  of  the  NFS  bill  language 
regarding  the  carryover  of  unsold  timber  volume  have  einy  practical  or 
programmatic  affect  at  all? 

Answer :  It  is  difficult  to  predict  how  much  effect  the  lauiguage  change 
will  have.   In  tracking  this  volume  in  recent  years,  we  have 
discovered  that  most  of  the  carryover  was  from  sales  that  were  nearly 
complete  in  the  prior  year.   In  other  words,  instead  of  volume  being 
offered  in  September  it  is  offered  in  Qctober,  November  or  December. 
Subsequently,  the  volume  will  be  offered  for  sale  whether  or  not  the 
language  is  retained.   Remaining  volume  that  was  not  carried  forward 
was  lost  because  of  litigation,  appeals,  or  chsmges  in  procedures. 
These  sales  essentially  require  reworking  the  entire  sale;  either  the 
volume  that  was  not  offered  in  the  previous  year  is  reworked,  or  a  new 
sale  is  prepared  the  following  year,  but  not  both.   To  do  so  would 
require  additional  people  and  funds  that  are  not  available.   The 
primary  effect  of  retaining  the  lauiguage  will  require  us  to  track  the 
carryover  volume  that  can   be  offered  for  sale  as  prior  year  volume  cutid 
not  be  included  in  the  current  year  accomplishments. 

388.  Question:  In  the  proposed  Construction  bill  lemguage,  the  year  in 
which  funds  become  availeible  for  trcuisfer  to  the  General  Fund  is 
chcuiged  from  1994  to  1996.   Explain  the  purpose  of  this  transfer,  and 
why  the  1995  bill  contained  the  year  "1994",  whereas  the  1996  bill 
would  use  "1996"  instead  of  "1995". 

Answer:  The  Construction  language  proposed  in  the  FY  1996  President's 
Budget  makes  revisions  to  the  FY  1995  Department  of  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  impropriations  Act,  P.L.  103-332,  which  erroneously 
referenced  fiscal  year  1994  instead  of  1995.   Subsequent  to  submission 
of  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget,  the  Senate  has  included  in  the  FY 
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1995  Emergency  Supplemental  and  Rescissions  Bill  H.R.  1158,  language 
that  would  correct  the  error  in  FY  1995 . 

389.  Question:  Why  are  the  three  Ismd  acquisition  accounts  proposed  for 
consolidation? 

Answer:  The  proposed  consolidation  is  an  efficiency  measure  to  reduce 
the  number  of  Forest  Service  accounts . 

390.  Question:  If  the  Congress  decided  that  the  Land  amd  Water  Conservation 
Fund  land  acquisition  should  continue  to  be  a  separate  account,  would 
the  Administration  support  consolidating  the  remaining  two  leuid 
acquisition  accounts,  or  would  the  preference  be  to  maintain  the 
current  three  separate  accounts? 

Answer:  The  consolidation  of  the  two  remaining  Ismd  acc[uisition 
accounts,  Acquisition  of  Lands  for  National  Forests  Special  Acts  and 
Acquisition  of  Lcuids  to  Complete  Land  Exchcuiges,  would  combine 
accounts  for  which  funds,  unlike  the  Leuid  cuid  Water  Conservation  Fund, 
are  not  directly  appropriated  by  Congress  but  authority  provided  for 
the  use  of  collected  funds.   Due  to  the  similarity  as  well  as  the 
opportunity  to  reduce  the  number  of  accounts,  the  Administration  would 
support  the  consolidation. 

391.  Question:  If  the  Committee  agreed  to  drop  the  Administrative 
Provisions  bill  language  restrictions  on  reorganizations,  would  the 
Administration  agree  that  such  reorganizations  would  be  subject  to  the 
Committee's  reprogramming  procedures? 

Answer :  The  current  reprogramming  procedures  of  the  Committee  (House 
Report  103-551)  require  the  Department  to  report  Forest  Service 
reorganizations  as  reprogrammings  cUid  we  would  do  so. 

392.  Question:  The  budget  proposes  to  delete  leuiguage  under  the 
Administrative  Provisions  that  prohibits  the  transfer  of  funds 
pursuant  to  section  702 (b)  of  the  Agriculture  Organic  Act  without 
prior  approval  by  the  Committee.   Explain  the  purpose  and  limitations 
included  in  the  basic  transfer  authority. 

Answer:  The  language  referred  to  in  the  Agriculture  Organic  Act  is 
codified  at  7  O.S.C  2257,  Interchangcibility  of  Funds  for  Miscellameous 
Expenses  and  General  Expenses.   The  leuiguage  is  as  follows: 

"Not  to  exceed  7  per  centum  of  the  amounts  appropriated  for  any 
fiscal  year  for  the  miscellaneous  expenses  of  the  work  of  any 
bureau,  division,  or  office  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
shall  be  available  interchangecibly  for  expenditures  on  the 
objects  included  within  the  general  expenses  of  such  bureau, 
division,  or  office,  but  no  more  than  7  per  centum  shall  be  added 
to  any  one  item  of  appropriation  except  in  cases  of  extraordinary 
emergency.   7  U.S.C.  2257." 

According  to  the  legislative  history  of  7  U.S.C.  2257  (Department  of 
Agriculture  Organic  Act  of  1944),  this  authority  is  intended  to  be  an 


264 


essential  device  or  method  of  administrative  memagement,  especially 
where  emergencies  arise  when  Congress  is  not  in  session.   It  cites 
such  emergencies  as  water  system  failure,  fire,  pest  or  plant  disease 
which  must  be  responded  to  quickly  while  avoiding  the  necessity  for 
deficit  appropriations. 

In  FY  1995,  Congress  specifically  gramted  the  Forest  Service  expanded 
reprograunming  authority  which  appears  to  be  sufficient  to  meet  the 
needs  outlined  in  7  O.S.C.  2257.   Therefore,  the  above   mentioned 
lamguage  is  no  longer  applicable. 

393.     Question:  The  budget  proposes  to  delete  bill  language  in  the 

Administrative  Provisions  that  requires  the  Chief  of  the  Forest 
Service  to  approve  trsmsfers  to  the  Department's  Working  Capital 
Fxind.   If  the  lauiguage  is  deleted,  could  the  Department  transfer  funds 
to  the  Working  Capital  Fund  without  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  the 
Forest  Service? 

Answer:  The  lauiguage  requiring  the  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  to 
approve  transfers  to  the  Department's  Working  Capital  Fund  has  been  in 
the  Administrative  Provisions  for  many  years.   The  Forest  Service  has 
proposed  deleting  the  language  because  the  Chief,  or  other  Forest 
Service  representative  with  delegated  authority,  must  approve  all 
trauisfers  or  expenditures  of  appropriated  funds.   The  Secretairy  of 
Agriculture  has  delegated  authority  to  the  Chief,  through  7  CFR  2.60, 
for  the  mauiagement  auid  administration  of  the  Forest  Service,  reserving 
authority  for  only  a  few  lauid  management  and  land  acquisition 
activities.   The  Chief  is  responsible  for  all  funds  appropriated  to 
the  Forest  Service.   The  Administrative  Provision  is  redundant  because 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  ceuinot  treuisfer  funds  to  the 
Department's  Working  Capital  Fund  without  the  approval  of  the  Chief. 


WORKIHG  CAPITAL  FOND 

394.     Question:  Provide  a  10  year  table  on  Forest  Service  expenses  for  the 

Department's  Working  Capital  Fund.   Include  the  auinual  percentage 
increase  over  the  prior  year. 

Answer :  The  requested  information  follows: 

M  S  Percent  Change 
FY  1987              30,405 

FY  1988             31,409  3.3 

FY  1989             32,117  2.3 

FY  1990             31,862  .8 

FY  1991             33,983  6.7 

FY  1992              31,465  7.4 

FY  1993             33,812  7.5 
FY  1994              33,907 

FY  1995              35,689  5.3 

FY  1996              37,094  3.9 


Thursday,  February  23,  1995. 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

WITNESSES 

GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON,  JR,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  FISH  AND 
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MOLLIE  H.  BEATTIE,  DIRECTOR,  U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

RICHARD  N.  SMITH,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

DONALD  J.  BARRY,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  DIRECTOR 

JAMIE  RAPPAPORT  CLARK,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  ECOLOGICAL 
SERVICES 

WILLIAM  F.  HARTWIG,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  REFUGES  AND 
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GARY  B.  EDWARDS,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  FISHERIES 

MARSHALL  P.  JONES,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  INTERNATIONAL  AF- 
FAIRS 

JAY  L.  GERST,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  POLICY,  BUDGET,  AND  ADMINIS- 
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KATHLEEN  F.  TYNAN,  BUDGET  OFFICER,  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERV- 
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MARY  ANN  LAWLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  BUDGET,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  IN- 
TERIOR 

Introduction 

Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  We'll  begin  the  hearing  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Interior.  This  morning  we  have  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

RECOGNITION  TO  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  SMITH 

Before  we  get  the  hearing  started,  Dick,  we  want  to  wish  you  a 
happy  retirement.  I  understand  that  it  is  March  3? 

Mr.  Smith.  That's  right.  [Laughter.] 

It's  my  sixteenth  time  up  here. 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  that  right. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  appreciate  all  the  committee  has  done  for  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  because  we  wouldn't  be  where  we  are  if  you 
hadn't  acted  the  way  you  did. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  we  appreciate  more  what  you've  done  for  the 
people  across  this  country  that  love  to  fish  and  hunt,  and  I  have 
a  lot  of  them  in  my  district  and  they're  pretty  ardent  in  the  support 
of  their  cause. 

And  I  was  interested  in  reading  your  bio.  A  couple  of  words  that 
really  jumped  out  at  me  would  be  "love  and  understanding  of  the 
out  of  doors."  And  that's  wonderful  that  you  brought  that  to  your 
35-year  career.  And  the  other  one  I  lilced  was  "common-sense  man- 
agement," and  I  think  you'd  better  stick  around  Washington  be- 
cause we're  in  short  supply  of  that.  [Laughter.] 
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Mr.  Smith.  Well,  you've  got  some  good  ones  in  this  agency. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay.  Maybe  we  ought  to  spread  them  around. 
[Laughter.] 

And,  also,  and  lastly,  I  see  you  worked  in  Ohio? 

Mr.  Smith.  Six  years,  and  it  was  an  interesting  time. 

Mr.  Regula.  What  part  of  Ohio? 

Mr.  Smith.  Well,  the  whole  State.  I  was  stationed  in  Columbus. 
Those  were  the  days  you  couldn't  see  through  Lake  Erie  because 
of  the  pollution. 

Mr.  Regula.  Right. 

Mr.  Smith.  And  now,  as  you  well  know,  it's  one  of  the  best  fish- 
ing lakes  in  the  country. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  if  you  had  a  hand  in  that — and,  obviously,  you 
did — you  did  a  great  service  because  I  know  these  people  in  my 
area  go  up  there  a  lot,  and  I  can  remember  when  I  was  in  the  State 
legislature  and  was  chairman  of  the  environmental  affairs  commit- 
tee, and  the  governor  wanted  to  build  a  bridge  across  Lake  Erie, 
and  we  said  we  don't  need  it;  you  can  walk  the  way  it's  going  with 
pollution. 

It's  funny,  people  said  that  it  could  never  be  restored.  There  was 
a  real  feeling  that  Lake  Erie  was  dead.  What  was  the  secret,  be- 
cause it  is  great? 

Mr.  Smith.  The  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Mr.  Regula.  The  three  of  those? 

Mr.  Smith.  Those  three  piecies  of  legislation  required  the  munici- 
palities to  put  in  air  pollution  devices,  corrective  measures,  and 
sewage  treatment  plants,  and  the  will  of  the  States  made  it  hap- 
pen— all  those  things. 

Mr.  Regula.  It  really  was  a  wonderful  example  of  something 
being  restored,  and  I  know  in  my  service  in  the  senate  I  was 
pleased  to  be  a  little  bit  a  part  of  that.  Now  we  have  to  worry 
about — what  is  it,  the  little 

Mr.  Smith.  The  zebra  mussel. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  the  zebra  mussels.  I  don't  know,  have  we  got 
a  solution  for  that  yet? 

Mr.  Smith.  That's  why  I'm  retiring.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  like  the  Dutch  elm  disease;  every  year  I  ask 
the  Forest  Service,  "Have  you  got  a  cure,"  because  my  farm  has 
several  beautiful  elm  trees,  and,  well,  we're  working  on  it,  but  no 
cure.  So  I  go  out  every  spring  with  my  inoculator  and  vaccinate  my 
elm  trees. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  think  the  lake,  is  pretty  well  stabilized,  but  they're 
still  moving  around  the  country.  And,  as  far  as  I  know,  there  is  no 
cure,  so  to  speak.  There  are  ways  to  keep  the  animals  out  of  in- 
takes to  water  structures.  I  personally  think  it's  something  we're 
going  to  have  to  live  with,  to  learn  to  live  with. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  surprisingly,  the  boaters  haven't  complained 
to  me  a  whole  lot  about  it.  So  it  must  be  improving.  One  last  thing, 
and  then  I'm  going  to  have  to  go  vote,  is  I'm  interested  in  this  story 
of  how  you  had  an  accident  with  a  Congressman's  dog.  Give  me  the 
details.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Smith.  I  don't  know  where  you  got  that.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Somebody's  telling  stories  on  you. 
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Mr.  Smith.  Oh,  they  are?  It  happened  in  Ohio. 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Smith.  I  don't  think  we  ought  to  use  the  committee's  time 
on  that  one.  [Laughter.] 

But  I  will  never  forget  it;  I'll  tell  you  that  much. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I  will  say  this,  apparently,  you  satisfied  the 
Congressman  and  it  was  all  right. 

Mr.  Smith.  No,  but 

Mr.  Regula.  No?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Smith.  Still,  I  survived. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  somebody  doctored  up  the  resume  then. 
[Laughter.] 

Okay,  I'm  going  to  put  the  committee  in  recess.  We've  got  a  vote 
on  the  Journal,  and  so  I'll  be  right  back. 

[Recess.] 

further  recognition  to  deputy  director  smith 

Mr.  Regula.  The  committee  will  reconvene,  and  I  yield  to  Mr. 
Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  learned  this  morning  that  one  of  the  old-timers — and,  of  course, 
nobody's  an  old-timer  when  you  compare  them  with  me — Dick, 
have  you  been  in  the  Service  as  long  as  I've  been  in  Congress?  I 
came  in 

Mr.  Smith.  That's  a  loaded  question.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  No,  I  came  in  1949. 

Mr.  Smith.  Well,  you've  got  me  by  10  years. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  knew  that  you  were  young.  [Laughter.] 

At  any  rate,  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  take  time  to  pay  tribute 
to  Dick  Smith.  Year  after  year,  as  we  had  our  budget  before  this 
committee,  Dick  Smith  was  there  to  tell  us  exactly  what  we  ought 
to  do  and  what  we  ought  not  to  do,  particularly  what  we  ought  not 
to  do.  [Laughter.] 

He's  ably  served  as  a  spokesman  for  the  Service  in  every  meeting 
that  I've  had  with  him.  Over  the  years,  I  mean,  as  the  Director  of 
Research,  and  for  the  past  six  years  as  Deputy  Director,  I  thought 
his  insights  into  the  health  of  the  fish  in  the  Great  Lakes,  as  he 
kept  me  abreast  of  whether  my  constituents  could  eat  fish  from 
Lake  Michigan,  were  very  good.  I  don't  mean  the  fish;  I  mean  his 
comments.  [Laughter.] 

I'm  still  not — can  I  eat  fish,  Dick,  now  from  Lake  Michigan? 

Mr.  Smith.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  all  right. 

Mr.  Smith.  Unless  you're  planning  to  become  pregnant.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Just  with  ideas,  Dick.  [Laughter.] 

Now  he  had  to  defend  budgets  that  were  frequently  inadequate. 
He  always  used  to  come  in  and  say,  "Aw,  it's  a  great  budget,"  and 
we  knew  he  was  lying.  [Laughter.] 

And  we  tried  to  sympathize  with  what  we  knew  his  real  feelings 
were  about  the  amount  of  funding  that  was  needed  to  keep  the  re- 
search grants  going,  to  keep  research  going,  and  to  keep  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  operating  as  it  should  in  the  most  efticient  and 
economic  manner. 
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When  I  found  problems  with  the  Service  not  following 
reprogramming  guidelines,  I'd  let  Dick  Smith  know,  and  I  knew 
that  he  would  fix  it.  And  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  speak  for 
you,  as  well  as  for  myself,  when  I  express  my  gratitude  to  him  for 
the  enormous  service  that  he  has  rendered  for  the  Service.  I  told 
him  I  was  sorry  he  was  retiring,  but  with  this  new  administration 
I  could  understand  why  he  was  doing  it.  [Laughter.] 

But  we  will  miss  you  and  all  your  endeavors. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  if  you  want  to  reply,  you  can. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Don't  let  him  do  it. 

Mr.  Smith.  I'll  quit  while  I'm  ahead.  [Laughter.] 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  peace  in  your  retirement. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  and  I  might  say  Lake  Erie — if  the  fish 
aren't  adequate  in  Michigan,  come  over;  Lake  Erie  is  in  good  shape. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  remember  weren't  they  able  to  set  fire  to  Lake 
Erie? 

Mr.  Regula.  That  was  the  Cuyahoga  River.  [Laughter.] 

But  for  a  little  partisanship,  Cleveland,  which,  of  course,  has  had 
an  enormous  renaissance,  but  I  also  read  in  Forbes  or  Fortune  that 
Chicago  has  become  one  of  the  No.  1  attractive  cities  in  America 
today. 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  because  we're  able  to  have  had  the  cooperation 
of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  Humanities.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  mean  it  isn't  Fish  and  Wildlife? 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  it's  a  touch  of  that.  Yes,  sir,  it's  a  touch  of  that. 

But  we  have  a  new  kind  of  disrespect  for  what  we  refer  to  as  cul- 
ture, and  it's  interesting  that  they  have  so  many  people  there  who 
resort  to  culture,  you  know,  millions  of  people,  and  it's  hard  to 
think  of  millions  of  people  who  go  to  symphonies  and  operas  and 
concerts  as  being  culture  elitists,  millions  of  them. 

You're  shaking  your  head,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  affirmative  fashion. 
I  don't  know  whether  you  want  that  reported  for  the  record  or  not. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  you've  had  your  commercial  for  the  day. 
[Laughter.] 

Well,  we're  going  to  run  out  of  time.  So  we're  pleased  to  welcome 
Mr.  Frampton,  the  Assistant  Secretary,  and  his  associates. 

And,  Mr.  Frampton,  your  testimony  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  in  full,  and,  also,  Mollie,  yours,  and  we'll  welcome  your  com- 
ments and  summary  of  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Frampton. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  With  your  permis- 
sion, Director  Beattie  is  going  to  make  a  short  statement  first. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

director's  remarks 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Congressman  Yates,  I'm  very  gratified  for  your  comments  about 
Dick  Smith.  If  he  told  you  a  white  lie  about  the  budget,  that's  as 
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close  as  the  man's  ever  gotten  to  dishonesty  in  his  life.  I  can  tell 
you  that  the  only  people — the  only  living  things  that  will  miss  him 
more  than  I,  are  the  critters  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  just  let  me  say,  Madam  Director — will  you  per- 
mit me,  Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  Mr.  Yates,  sure,  of  course. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  That  in  this  committee  when  we're  pre- 
sented with  budgets,  it's  amazing  how  we  are  also  presented  with 
white  lies. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  Not  only  from  Dick  Smith,  but  from  our  other  mem- 
bers, and  I  suspect  that  before  the  budget  hearing  is  over,  you  may 
find  yourself  guilty  of  the  same  thing,  as  will  Mr.  Frampton.  We 
won't  make  any  comments  about  it. 

In  the  old  days,  what  I  used  to  do  was  to  say,  "How  much  money 
do  you  really  need  and  where  do  you  need  it?"  I'm  not  sure  that 
under  this  new  administration  they'll  be  doing  that.  They'll  be  say- 
ing, "Where  do  you  want  to  cut?" 

Mr.  Regula.  You're  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  will  have  good  answers  for  you. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  give  them  white  lies.  [Laughter.] 

Directors  Opening  Statement 

Ms.  Beattie.  My  statement  is  a  brief  overview  both  of  the  con- 
text within  which  we  made  this  budget  and  a  little  overview  of 
where  our  priorities  are,  and  if  you'll  indulge  me,  I'll  run  through 
that  quickly. 

Thank  you  for  having  me  here  today,  and  it's  good  to  see  so 
many  familiar  faces. 

The  first  premise  underlying  our  budget  request  will  be  no  sur- 
prise. We  have  to  balance  and  put  priorities  on  the  financial  re- 
sources in  our  current  fiscal  climate.  In  making  the  most  of  our  ex- 
isting financial  resources  to  conserve  fish  and  wildlife,  we  sat  down 
and  we  refocused  on  our  central  mission  and  targeted  our  existing 
resources  to  meet  our  most  important  goals,  and  I'd  like  to  state 
those  for  you  simply. 

And,  that  is,  that  the  mandate  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  the  conservation  and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  re- 
sources that  are  of  national  significance;  namely,  migratory  birds, 
endangered  and  threatened  species,  marine  mammals,  and  to  some 
extent  interjurisdictional  fisheries.  The  management  of  all  other 
fish  and  wildlife  is  the  responsibility  and  domain  of  the  States  and 
tribes.  Of  course,  wildlife  cannot  be  confined  in  rigid  categories, 
and  the  Service  is  committed,  as  our  budget  demonstrates,  to  work- 
ing in  close  cooperation  with  the  States  and  tribes. 

FY  1996  BUDGET  OVERVIEW 

The  budget  request  is  for  $1.2  billion,  an  overall  decrease  of 
about  3  percent  below  1995,  and  includes  a  little  over  $700  million 
in  current  appropriations  and  $533  million  in  permanent  appro- 
priations. Although  our  overall  budget  is  reduced  due  to  a  decrease 
in  our  permanent  accounts,  our  budget  request  for  current  accounts 
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proposes  modest  increases  in  a  few  high  priority  areas  that  include 
these:  the  operation  of  refuges,  and  that  includes  environmental 
education  programs,  as  well  as  the  enhancement  of  fishing  and 
hunting  opportunities;  endangered  species  consultation  and  recov- 
ery, and  wetland  conservation  programs.  We  provide  increases  in 
funding  for  the  President's  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  a  significant 
increase  for  State  grants  to  improve  the  implementation  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  by  building  a  stronger  relationship  with  our 
State  partners. 

The  budget  request  also  includes  additional  funding  to  restore 
fishery  resources  through  on-the-ground  habitat  restoration 
projects.  We  are  also  proposing,  for  congressional  consideration,  the 
transfer  of  11  fish  hatcheries  to  the  tribes  or  States  in  which  they 
are  located  over  the  next  three  years.  These  hatcheries  produce  fish 
that  are  primarily  used  to  support  State-  and  tribal-managed  rec- 
reational fishing  programs.  I  want  to  stress  that  the  Service  under- 
stands that  these  hatcheries  are  making  a  valuable  contribution  to 
recreational  fishing,  but  the  question  we  had  to  ask  ourselves  is 
simply  that  of  the  proper  role  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  in  some 
instances  tribal  entities  in  managing  these  facilities. 

We  want  to  emphasize,  of  course,  that  everything  that  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  does  is  not  embroiled  in  controversy,  that  the 
vast  majority  of  our  programs  are  administrative,  voluntary,  and 
incentive-based  rather  than  regulatory.  Many  of  our  programs  are 
noncontroversial  and  many  are  quite  popular  with  the  public. 

PARTNERSHIP  PROGRAM 

Our  proposed  budget  allocates  over  $59  million,  or  10  percent  of 
our  resource  management  account,  for  voluntary  partnership  pro- 
grams. This  includes  a  $1  million  increase  for  the  Jobs  in  the 
Woods  Program,  which  provides  employment  to  displaced  timber 
workers  restoring  forested  habitats  in  the  Northwest.  Our  Partners 
for  Wildlife  Program  now  has  worked  with  over  12,000,  almost 
12,500,  individual  landowners.  Last  year  alone,  over  1,600  vol- 
untary cooperative  agreements  were  established,  and  we've  asked 
for  an  additional  $2  million  for  this  program. 

The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Program  has  now 
restored  about  62,000  acres  of  wetland  and  upland  habitat  and  just 
in  Fiscal  Year  1994,  and  we're  requesting  an  additional  $3  million 
for  this  successful  and  cooperative  program. 

We  also  maintain  in  this  budget  request  our  strong  commitment 
to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  The  budget  request  of 
about  $170  million  is  level  with  last  year.  It  includes  a  modest  in- 
crease for  collaborative  efforts  to  improve  over  40,000  acres  of  habi- 
tat on  existing  refuges,  for  about  $3.3  million.  That  includes  en- 
hancing environmental  education,  and  hunting/fishing  opportuni- 
ties. 

The  endangered  species  budget  for  1996  emphasizes  improved 
implementation  of  the  law  and  will  accelerate  work  on  habitat  con- 
servation plans.  In  turn,  these  efforts  will  increase  landowner  cer- 
tainty and  decrease  confrontation.  Our  budget  reflects  this  commit- 
ment. We  propose  to  increase  overall  funding  for  the  endangered 
species  account  by  just  over  $6  million  to  almost  $78  million,  and 
that  includes  increases  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  and  the 
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President's  Forest  Plan  in  the  Northwest.  We  will  allocate  these  re- 
sources to  the  regions  to  more  accurately  address  workload  needs, 
improve  efTiciency,  and  speed  consultations  and  permitting.  Even 
with  the  recent  increases,  endangered  species  funding  still  makes 
up  only  about  18  percent  of  the  Service's  resource  management  ac- 
count and  a  tiny  fraction  of  our  overall  budget. 

In  addition,  the  budget  proposes  a  significant  increase  of  $29  mil- 
lion for  grants  to  States.  Twenty-eight  million  of  this,  roughly,  is 
money  that  would  be  used  to  work  in  partnership  with  the  States 
and  local  governments  to  allow  economic  development  and  species 
conservation  to  coexist.  This  $28  million,  roughly,  will  be  provided 
to  States  to  support  land  acquisition  associated  with  habitat  con- 
servation plans  developed  by  local  governments,  private  groups, 
and  citizens. 

The  Service  is  committed  to  making  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
work  better  on  private  lands  and  working  in  partnership  with  the 
States  and  tribes.  Our  budget  proposal  demonstrates  the  commit- 
ment. The  American  people  want  to  protect  endangered  species  and 
abide  by  the  law,  and  we  should  make  it  as  easy  as  possible  for 
them  to  do  this. 

Our  budget  request  maintains  and  expands  our  commitment  to 
conservation  and  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  and  successful  cooperative  pro- 
grams such  as  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  and 
Partners  for  Wildlife. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  summarize  the  budget  and  the 
context  in  which  we  developed  it,  and  I'd  be  happy  to  answer  your 
questions. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Beattie  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  MOLLIE  H.  BEATTIE,  DIRECTOR,  U.S.  FISH  AND  VJILDLIFE 
SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR,  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCGI'C'IITTEE 
ON  INTERIOR        AND        RELATED        AGENCIES         OF         THE        COMMITTEE        ON 

APPROPRIATIONS,  CONCEPJ?IHG  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR 
THE    U.S.     FISH    AND   WILDLIFE    SERVICE. 


FEBRUARY    23,     19  9  5 

Chairman  Regula  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
inviting  me  here  today  to  discuss  the  budget  for  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  Although  this  is  a  new 
Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  see  a  number  of  familiar  faces, 
including  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  congratulate  the  new  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  and  look  forward  to  working  with  all  of  you.  The 
conservation  and  protection  of  the  nation's  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  is  a  bipartisan  issue,  for  we  all  have  the  responsibility 
to  work  together  to  conserve  this  nation's  vital  natural  resources. 

The  first  premise  underlying  our  budget  request  will  be  no  surprise 
to  anyone  here  today.  We  have  to  balance  and  prioritize  the 
financial  resources  in  the  current  fiscal  climate.  In  making  the 
most  of  our  existing  financial  resources  to  conserve  fish  and 
wildlife,  we  have  re-focused  on  our  central  mission  and  targeted 
these  existing  resources  to  meet  our  mas-  important  goals.  Simply 
stated,  the  mandate  of  the  Service  is  the  conservation  and 
protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  national  significance, 
namely,  the  conservation  of  migratory  birds,  endangered  and 
threatened  species,  marine  mammals,  and  to  some  extent 
interjurisdictional  fisheries.  The  management  of  all  other  fish 
and  wildlife  is  the  responsibility  and  domain  of  the  states  and 
tribes.  Of  course,  wildlife  cannot  be  confined  in  rigid 
categories,  and  the  Service  is  comnitted  —  as  our  budget 
demonstrates  --  to  working  in  close  cooperation  with  the  states  and 
tribes . 

As  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government  Initiative  all 
Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes: 
addressing  their  mission  based  on  "custor.er"  input;  asking  whether 
the  mission  could  be  acccnplished  as  well  or  better  without  Federal 
involvement,  recognizing  our  trust  responsibility  to  tribes; 
looking  for  ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve  performance  through 
competition;  and  ways  to  put  customers  first,  cut  red  tape  and 
empower  employees, we  are  actively  participating  in  this  effort  and 
will  be  keeping  the  Subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

Our  budget  request  of  $1.2  billion  —  an  overall  decrease  of  about 
3%  below  1995  —  includes  $703.8  million  in  current  appropriations 
and  $533  million  in  permanent  appropriations. 
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Although  our  overall  budget  is  reduced  due  to  a  decrease  in  our 
perir.anent  accounts,  our  budget  request  for  current  accounts 
proposes  modest  increases  in  a  few  high  priority  areas  that 
include:  operation  of  refuges,  including  environmental  education 
programs  as  well  as  the  enhancement  of  fishing  and  hunting 
opportunities;  endangered  species  consultation  and  recovery;  and 
wetland  conservation  programs.  The  FY  1996  budget  provides 
increases  in  funding  for  the  President's  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and 
a  significant  increase  for  state  grants  to  improve  implementation 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  by  building  a  stronger 
relationship  with  our  state  partners.  The  budget  request  also 
includes  additional  funding  to  restore  fishery  resources  through 
on-the-ground  habitat  restoration  projects.  Over  time,  these 
projects  will  significantly  enhance  recreational  fishing 
opportunities  for  the  public. 

We  are  also  proposing  for  Congressional  consideration  the  transfer 
of  11  fish  hatcheries  to  the  states  and/or  tribes  in  which  they  are 
located  over  the  next  three  years.  These  hatcheries  produce  fish 
that  are  primarily  used  to  support  state  and  tribal  managed 
recreational  fishing  programs.  I  want  to  stress  that  these 
hatcheries  are  making  a  valuable  contribution  to  recreational 
fishing  —  the  issue  entails  the  proper  role  of  the  federal,  state 
and  in  some  instances,  tribal  entities  in  managing  these 
facilities . 

Contrary  to  what  you  might  think  after  reading  the  headlines, 
everything  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  is  not  embroiled 
in  controversy.  The  vast  majority  of  our  programs  are 
administrative,  voluntary  and  incentive-based  rather  than 
regulatory.  Many  of  our  programs  are  noncontroversial  and  quite 
popular  with  the  public. 

Our  proposed  budget  allocates  over  $59  million  (over  10%  of  the 
resource  management  account)  for  voluntary,  partnership  programs  to 
conserve,  enhance  and  restore  vital  wildlife  habitats.  This 
includes  a  $1  million  increase  for  our  "Jobs-in-the-Woods"  Program 
which  provides  employment  to  displaced  timber  workers  restoring 
forested  habitats  in  the  Northwest. 

Under  our  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program,  over  12,300  individual 
landowners  have  voluntarily  entered  into  cooperative  partnerships 
with  the  Service  to  restore  degraded  wetlands  and  upland  habitats 
on  their  property  since  1987.  Last  year  alone  over  1,600  voluntary 
cooperative  agreements  were  established  between  the  Service, 
private  landowners  and  tribes.  For  example,  in  Colorado  58 
landowners  have  worked  with  the  Service  and  the  State  of  Colorado 
to  restore  habitats  on  over  8,000  acres  of  private  lands  in  the  San 
Luis  Valley.  As  the  habitat  restoration  work  has  progressed,  the 
incidence  of  waterfowl  cholera  in  the  area  has  decreased 
significantly. 
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The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  program  relies  on  a 
similar  voluntary,  partnership  approach  among  state,  tribes, 
federal  and  international  partners.  Approximately  62,000  acres  of 
wetlands  and  upland  habitat  have  been  enhanced  and  restored  under 
this  program  in  FY  1994,  and  it  has  helped  to  reverse  a  thirty-year 
decline  of  a  number  of  North  American  migratory  bird  species.  The 
budget  requests  an  additional  $3  million  for  this  successful, 
cooperative  program. 

In  this  budget,  we  also  maintain  our  strong  commitment  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  The  budget  request  of 
$170,000,000  is  about  level  with  last  year.  This  includes  a 
modest  increase  for  collaborative  efforts  to  improve  40,000  acres 
of  habitat  on  existing,  refuges  --  enhancing  opportunities  for 
hunting,  fishing,  and  wildlife  education.  Funding  for  basic  refuge 
operations  and  ongoing  activities  —  including  hunting  and  fishing 
--  would  be  increased  by  delaying  low-priority  maintenance 
proj  ects. 

The  Endangered  Species  budget  for  FY  1996  emphasizes  improved 
implementation  of  the  law  and  will  accelerate  work  on  habitat 
conservation  plans.  In  turn,  these  efforts  will  increase  landowner 
certainty  and  decrease  confrontation.  The  Administration  is 
coiTiiaitted  to  making  this  law  work  better,  for  both  wildlife  and 
people.    Our  budget  reflects  this  commitment. 

We  propose  to  increase  overall  funding  for  the  Endangered  species 
account  by  just  over  $6  million  to  almost  $73  million.  We  will 
allocate  these  resources  to  the  regions  to  more  accurately  address 
workload  needs,  improve  efficiency,  and  speed  consultations  and 
permitting.  Even  with  recent  increases,  endangered  species  funding 
still  makes  up  only  18%  of  the  Service's  resource  management 
account. 

In  addition,  the  budget  proposes  a  significant  increase  of  $29 
million  for  grants  to  states  to  improve  the  implementation  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  on  private  lands.  This  money  would  be  used 
to  work  in  partnership  with  the  states  and  local  governments  to 
allow  economic  development  and  species  conservation  to  co-exist. 
Funding  will  be  provided  to  states  to  support  land 
acquisition  associated  with  habitat  conservation  plans  developed  by 
local  governments,  private  groups  and  citizens. 

The  Service  is  committed  to  making  the  ESA  work  better  on  private 
lands  and  working  in  partnership  with  the  states  and  tribes.  Our 
budget  proposal  demonstrates  this  commitment.  The  American  people 
want  to  protect  endangered  species  and  abide  by  the  law  —  and  we 
should  make  it  as  easy  as  possible  for  them  to  do  just  that. 
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Our  budget  request  maintains  and  expands  our  commitment  to 
conservation  and  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  and  successful  cooperative  programs 
such  as  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  and  Partners 
for  Wildlife.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  summarize  our 
Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request,  and  I'll  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Frampton. 

Assistant  Secretary's  Remarks 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Yates,  Mr.  Skeen. 

I  am  here  to  be  available  to  answer 

Mr.  Yates.  And  Mr.  Bunn  and  Mr.  Dicks. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Bunn  and  Mr.  Dicks,  thank  you. 

I'm  here  to  answer  any  questions  that  members  of  the  committee 
may  have,  but  particularly  with  respect  to  the  regional  initiatives 
in  the  Northwest  and  Florida  and  elsewhere  which  are  important 
priorities  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  questions  about  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

PACIFIC  northwest  PROPOSED  RULE 

Two  weeks  ago,  I  was  in  Seattle  announcing  a  proposed  special 
rule  under  Section  4(d)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  which  is  de- 
signed to  relieve  most  of  the  burdens  from  the  listing  of  the  spotted 
owl  on  private  forest  landowners  in  Washington  and  California.  It 
will  provide,  for  the  first  time  ever,  exemptions  for  small  land- 
owners who  can  get  out  from  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  al- 
together these  incentives  are  for  private  landowners  who  don't  have 
owls  or  owl  habitat  who  otherwise  may  be  encouraged  to  cut  their 
forests  before  they  get  endangered  species  problems,  and  to  acceler- 
ate our  efforts  to  negotiate  habitat  conservation  plans  with  large 
industrial  forest  owners  in  Oregon,  Washington,  and  California. 

We  are  currently  negotiating  with  about  15  large  landowners,  as 
well  as  with  the  State  of  Oregon  and  the  State  of  Washington,  to 
approve  voluntary  management  plans  that  the  landowner  would 
put  forward  to  protect  a  number  of  species  and  guarantee  certainty 
over  a  40-  or  50-year  period  for  forest  management  activities.  And 
the  reason  I  bring  this  up  is  because  I  think  that  this  proposed  rule 
to  relieve  restrictions  on  private  forest  landowners  in  the  North- 
west is  a  paradigm  of  what  this  administration  has  been  trying  to 
do  for  the  last  year  and  a  half  to  make  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
work  better.  And  when  I  say,  "work  better,"  I  mean  work  more  effi- 
ciently, but  also  work  better  for  species  and  work  better  for  the  reg- 
ulated public,  and  to  provide  greater  certainty  for  private  land- 
owners, more  equity,  and,  where  possible,  relief  from  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act. 

HABITAT  conservation  PLANS 

In  the  Southeast,  we  have  negotiated  a  number  of  agreements 
with  private  timberland  owners  to  protect  the  red  cockaded  wood- 
pecker. Today,  in  southern  Utah  there  is  a  hearing  on  a  very  ambi- 
tious habitat  conservation  plan  for  Washington  County,  Utah, 
which  would  preserve  a  habitat  for  the  most  important  population 
of  desert  tortoises  in  the  Southwest,  which  was  developed  by  a  very 
conservative  group  of  county  commissioners  in  conjunction  with  the 
State  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

We  have  a  process  ongoing  in  southern  California  where  three 
counties  and  a  number  of  local  communities  are  working  with  de- 
velopers and  environmentalists  and  scientists  to  come  up  with  land 
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use  plans  that  will  meet  Endangered  Species  Act  requirements  not 
just  for  species  that  have  already  been  listed,  but  for  those  that  are 
likely  or  possible  to  be  listed  in  the  next  30  or  40  years.  Around 
the  country  we  are  trying  to  demonstrate  that  this  law  can  work 
for  everybody. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  FUNDING 

In  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  proposed  1996  budget  there  are 
requests  for  two  increases  in  funding  for  endangered  species  work: 
a  modest  increase  for  recovery  and  consultation  activities,  a  $5  mil- 
lion increase  for  those  activities;  and  a  request  for  a  new  program 
under  Section  6  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  which  is  coopera- 
tive grants  to  States.  We  are  seeking  approximately  $29  million  in 
furtherance  of  our  efforts  to  negotiate  and  to  encourage  the  nego- 
tiation of  habitat  conservation  plans  by  local  and  State  govern- 
ments and  counties.  That  may  require  the  acquisition  of  land  or 
the  set-aside  of  land  that  will  have  to  be  purchased.  This  fund  is 
designed  as  a  source  of  pass-through  funding  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  State  and  local  governments  to  represent  the  Federal 
cost  share  of  making  these  very  ambitious  habitat  conservation 
plans  a  reality. 

Now  let  me  just  finish  by  telling  you  some  of  the  people  who 
have  published  statements  in  favor  of  more  Endangered  Species 
Act  funding,  probably  more  funding  than  is  included  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request:  the  Western  Governors  Association;  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association;  Western  Urban  Water  Coalition, 
which  is  composed  of  the  18  or  19  largest  western  urban  water  dis- 
tricts; and  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agen- 
cies; that  is,  the  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  around  the  coun- 
try. 

Each  of  these  groups  is  a  group  that  has  had  problems  with  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  Each  of  these  groups  is  a  group  that  we 
are  working  with  to  try  to  develop  new  policies  and  potential 
changes  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act  that  will  enable  us  to  make 
it  work  better  for  everybody.  But  these  are  groups  that  are  not  in 
favor  of  cutting  funding  for  key  Endangered  Species  Act  activities 
because  they  know  that  cutting  the  funds  will  result  in  more 
gridlock.  They  are  in  favor  of  the  Federal  Government  working 
more  closely  with  State  and  local  governments,  but  they  are  also 
in  favor  of  adequate  funding  for  an  administration  that  is  really 
trying  to  make  this  act  work,  and  is  trying  to  turn  it  into  more  of 
a  cooperative  planning  effort,  more  of  a  cooperative  process  with 
State  and  local  governments.  You  can't  do  that  without  adequate 
funding. 

Mr.  Yates.  Who  is  "they"  in  this  instance? 

Mr.  Frampton.  "They"  in  this  instance  is  the  groups  that  I  re- 
ferred to:  the  Western  Governors  Association,  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association,  the  Western  Urban  Water  Coalition,  and  the 
International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies. 

So  the  point  I  want  to  make  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that 
we  know  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  has  problems.  We  are 
working  to  solve  those  problems.  It  would  be  counterproductive  to 
try  to  deal  with  those  problems  simply  by  cutting  off  funding.  What 
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we^  need  is  adequate  funding  to  make  these  efforts  work.  We  think 
we're  beginning  to  make  them  work. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Frampton  follows:] 
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TESTIMOhT/  OF  GEORGE  T.  FRi-MPTON,  JR.,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  FISH 
AND  WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR,  BEFORE  THE 
HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  CONCERNING  THE  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995    BUDGET   REQUEST   FOR   THE   U.S.    FISH    AND   WILDLIFE    SERVICE 

FEBRU.ARY    23,     1995 


Gocd  morning.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  with  Mollie  Beactie, 
Director  of  the  Fish  and  v;ildlife  Service,  to  respond  to  questions 
about  the  Service's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget.  While  the  Director 
v/ill  be  discussing  the  budget  in  detail,  I  will  address  briefly 
the  efforts  this  Administration  has  undertaken  to  make  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  work  better  and  more  equitably,  and  to  our 
FY   9  6   initiatives   for   t?he  Cooperative   Endangered  Species   Program. 

We  believe  that  greater  flexibility  in  administering  the  .^ct  can 
be  realized  if  funding  is  appropriated  in  FY  1996  for  a  new 
Endangered  Species  program  proposal.  New  program  funding  of  $28 
million  has  been  included  in  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Fund  of  the  FWS .  This  funding  will  be  used  for  grants  to  States 
to  acquire  lands  as  part  of  approved  habitat  conservation  plans 
that  protect  multiple  species  while  allowing  for  economic 
development  activities.  This  initiative  represents  a  significant 
redirection  of  annual  appropriated  dollars  to  the  State  and  local 
level  where  recovery  activity  normally  takes  place,  and  alleviates 
some   of   the  additional   costs   associated  v/ith  Federal   actions. 

I  v;culd  also  like  to  make  a  few  obser-/ations  regarding  the  efforts 
we  have  already  undertaken  in  that  regard.  Last  week  the  FWS 
announced  a  proposed  special  rule  under  section  4(d)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ES.\)  to  relax  timber  harvest  restrictions 
currently  in  effect  on  private,  state  and  tribal  forestland  in 
Washington  and  California  due   to   the  northern   spotted  owl. 

Essentially,  the  proposed  rule  would  deliver  a  "private  land 
dividend"  as  a  result  of  the  heavy  reliance  in  the  President's 
Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  en  federal  land  to  meet  the 
conservation  needs  of  the  owl  and  other  old-growth  dependent 
species . 

The    proposed   rule  will   do    four   things  : 

(1)  .  It  will  minimize  socio-economic  impacts  on  the  region  and 
increase  certainty  for  private  landov/ners  by  relaxing  current 
"take"  restrictions  on  about  80%  of  the  total  conifer-bearing 
private  (and  State  and  tribal)  forestland  in  Washington  State. 
Since  only  a  small  portion  of  the  remaining  20%  actually  has 
sui-able  owl  habitat  around  known  cv;l  sites,  the  net  result  is 
that  97%  of  the  private,  tribal  and  State  land  will  be  free  of 
actual  cutting  restrictions  with  the  exception  of  a  core  area  of 
70    acres   around  each  knov^m  owl    site. 
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For  California,  restrictions  would  be  dropped  in  a  similar  fashion 
on  most  of  the  "Klamath  Province,"  about  200,000  acres  in  Northern 
California,  and  efforts  v/ill  be  made  through  a  California  State 
planning  process  to  relieve  restrictions  elsewhere. 

(2)  .  Second,  the  rule  will  accelerate  the  Administration's 
strategy  to  negotiate  voluntary  "habitat  conservation  plans" 
(HCFs)  with  large  lando'/mers  in  Washington  and  California  v;ho  have 

holdings  within  the  areas  where  restrictions  still  apply,  and  with 
landowners  in  Oregon. 

Approximately  a  dozen  large  landowners  and  the  States  of  Oregon 
and  Washington  are  currently  in  the  process  of  negotiating  such 
agreements  with  FWS .  Jn'fact,  the  first  -  -  an  agreement  between 
the  Service  and  the  Weyerhauser  Co.  covering  209,000  acres  in 
Oregon  -  -  was  announced  this  Monday  for  its  holdings  near  Coos 
Bay ,  Oregon . 

Most  of  the  HCPs  currently  being  prepared  are  "multi-species" 
HCP's,  meaning  that  they  will  provide  habitat  not  just  for  owls 
but  for  other  imperilled  species  including  salmon  populations  that 
have  already  been  listed  as  threatened  and  endangered  under  the 
ESA,  and  some  gtocks  that  have  not  yet  been  listed.  These  plans, 
if  approved  by  USFWS,  will  provide  landov,-ners  with  certainty  about 
their  timber  programs  (which  they  themselves  design  a.nd  put 
forv;ard  for  government  approval)  for  a  period  of  decades  even  if 
future  anticipated  listings  occur.  For  FWS,  the  plans  will 
provide  not  only  protection  of  owl  habitat  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  achieve  through  regulation  alone,  but  also  habitat 
protection  for  species  not  yet  listed.  In  other  words,  HCP's 
provide  both  landowners  and  species  with  a  "win." 

(3)  .  Third,  the  proposed  rule  provides  precedent-setting  relief 
for  small  landovmers  in  California  and  Washington.  All  existing 
restrictions  on  landowners  with  80  acres  or  less  who  do  not /nave 
owl  sites  on  their  property  are  ended.  For  landowners  with  60  to 
5000  acres,  the  rule  proposes  a  short-form  HCP  (sort  of  like  the 
104G-EZ  income  tax  form)  allowing  them  to  reach  management 
agreements  with  FWS  promptly  in  order  to  secure  the  benefits  of 
relaxed  restrictions.  (Of  course,  for  those  with  landholdings  of 
any  size  in  the  80%  of  Washington's  private  lands  on  which 
restrictions  have  been  dropped,  these  provisions  are  unnecessary; 
they  are  additional  benefits  for  those  still  in  the  20%  area.) 

(4)  .  Fourth,  the  FWS  is  offering  incentives  to  those  who 
currently  have  no  owls  or  owl  habitat  on  their  property.  Because 
of  concern  about  "panic-cutting"  by  landc/mers  who  fear  incurring 
owl  restrictions  if  they  let  their  forests  grow  to  maturity  before 
logging  them,  FWS  is  offering  to  enter  into  agreements  with  such 
lancov/ners  to  hold  them  harmless  should  their  lands  gradually 
become  ov/1  habitat  and/or  attract  owls. 


281 


The  reason  I  have  dv/elt  at  some  length  on  this  proposed  rule  is 
that  it  illustrates,  I  believe,  many  of  the  strategies  this 
Adr->inistration  is  employing  to  demonstrate  that  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  -  -  properly  administered  -  -  can  and  does  v;ork  for 
both  species  and  landcv.r.ers . 

We  are  using  flexibility  that  is  inherent  in  the  Act,  buz  has 
seldom  been  used  before,  to  assist  private  landowners  in  v^ays  that 
still  protect  habitat  integrity  for  listed  species. 

An  ecosystem  approach  can  reduce  the  impacts  on  small  private 
landoivners .  Where  public  lands  bear  the  brunt  of  protection,  and 
large  private  landowners  are  provided  with  incentives  to 
voluntarily  supplement  that  protection,  small  landowners  can  often 
be  exempted  from  restri'tticns  that  might  otherwise  apply. 

Specific  relief  can  be  extended  to  small  owners,  as  here. 

Finally,  the  KC?  process  does  offer  a  multi-species  planning 
approach  to  local  governments  and  large  landowners  that  provide 
more  certainty  for  the  future  and  m.ore  protection  for  species  than 
conventional  regulatory  approaches. 

We  are  using  the  4(d)  rule  and  KCP  strategy  around  the  country  to 
de-.cnstrate  that  the  Endangered  Species  .Act  can  be  made  to  work. 
Nev;  policies  for  negotiating  KCP's,  and  the  "no  surprises"  policy 
announced  last  su.mmer  by  Secretary  Babbitt,  are  key  to  this 
strategy. 

Fcr  example,  Georgia-Pacific  Corp.  has  entered  into  an  KC?  fcr  its 
Southeastern  timberlands  that  are  horr.e  to  the  red  cockaded 
wccdpecker.  Next  week,  a  public  hearing  v/ill  be  held  in  St. 
George,  Utah,  on  an  KC?  developed  by  the  county  commissioners  of 
Washington  County,  Utah,  to  protect  the  endangered  desert  tortoise 
while  allowing  development  to  continue  in  the  County.  The  F'vS  has 
been  working  with  local  officials  to  si^.ape  a  similar  plan  for  the 
golden  cheeked  warbler  in  Austin,  TX .  Cooperative  manage.ment 
agreements  to  avoid  take  of  listed  species  have  been  negotiated 
with  other  timiber  companies  in  the  Southeast,  and  are  currently 
being  discussed  for  grizzly  bears  in  Montana. 

In  Southern  California,  the  FWS  has  joined  with  the  State  of 
California,  San  Diego  and  Riverside  Counties,  and  a  nurier  of 
local  cities  as  well  as  environmentalists  and  developers  to  shape 
multi-species  plans  under  California's  "Natural  Com.T.unities 
Conservation  Planning  (NCCP) "  process.  The  goal:  to  assure 
certainty  in  local  land-use  planning  v/nile  protecting  sensitive 
(listed  and  non-listed)  species,  and  tc  do  so  through  a  process 
that  relies  almost  entirely  on  State  and  local  government. 

Previous  A.dminist  rat  ions  often  seemed  determined  to  demonstrate 
not  that  the  Endangered  Species  A.ct  could  v/ork,  but  to  the 
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contrary,  that  it  couldn't  work.  This  Administration  has  set  out 
to  show  that  it  can.  We  have  successfully  launched  major  regional 
initiatives  -  -  the  President's  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  the 
Sacramento  Bay-Delta  Agreement  with  California,  the  South  Florida 
Ecosystem  Restoration  Program  -  -  which,  in  partnership  v/ith  the 
States,  prove  that  strong  economies  and  protection  of  habitat  go 
hand  in  hand.  Vie  have  announced  major  policy  changes  designed  to 
make  administration  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  itself  more 
equitable,  more  efficient,  and  more  certain.  And  we  have  erriarked 
on  an  ambitious  strategy  described  above  to  use  habitat 
conservation  planning  to  afford  predictability  and  relief  to 
private   landowners.    State  and   local   governments. 

At  the  same  time  we  strongly  support  the  underlying  purposes  of 
the  Act,  as  do  most  Americans,  and  we  believe  that  many  of  the 
perceived  problems  in  the  Act  can  be  alleviated  through  flexible, 
fair-minded  administration.  This  is  what  the  FWS,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  Clinton  Administration  have  endeavored  to 
bring   to   the   table. 

As  you  know,  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget  requested  $1.2  billion 
for  our  agency.  At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the  President's 
reinventing  Government  Initiative,  all  Federal  agencies  are 
reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes:  addressing  the  mission 
based  on  "customer"  input;  asking  whether  the  mission  could  be 
accomplished  as  well  or  better  without  federal  involve.-ent  ; 
looking  for  ways  to  put  custom.ers  first,  cut  red  tape,  and  e.~cower 
employees.  We  are  actively  participating  in  this  effort  and  will 
be   keeping   the   subcommittee   fully  apprised  of   our   review. 

I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  questions  concerning  the  Act,  the 
initiatives  mentioned,  or  other  aspects  of  the  FWS ' s  proposed  FY 
199  6   budget   and  program. 
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4(d)  RULE  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  Director. 

Mr.  Secretary,  you  talk  about  the  flexibility  in  the  act.  I  think 
that  you  promulgated  some  regulations  so  that  a  farmer  with  less 
than  80  acres,  would  not  be  subject  to  this? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  proposed  rule  for  the  Pacific  Northwest 
would  provide  that  forest  landowners  with  80  acres  or  less  in  any 
given  area  of  the  State  would  not  be  subject  to  current  require- 
ments, to  "take"  prohibitions  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Land- 
owners who  have  between  80  and  5,000  acres  would  be  eligible  for 
an  accelerated  permit  process  to  allow  them  to  come  in  and  tell  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  if  they  have  owl  habitat,  how  they  would 
manage  their  own  lands. 

Mr.  Regula.  This  flexibility  has  been  in  the  act  but  hasn't  been 
used  in  the  past  to  this  extent;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  From  our  point  of  view, 
there  is  flexibility  in  the  act  and  there  are  opportunities  to  do 
things  that  can  help  relieve  some  of  the  socioeconomic  burdens  that 
have  simply  never  been  used,  or  seldom  used,  in  the  last  13  years. 
We've  been  trying  to  pick  up  every  handle  that  we  can  to  do  that. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I'm  pleased  to  hear  that. 

Director,  I  notice  that  in  the  past,  since  1984  to  1993,  you've 
added  76  facilities  and  7  in  1994.  You're  up  around  504  total  dif- 
ferent Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuges.  And,  yet,  last  year  the  testimony 
was  that  there  was  a  backlog  of  $342  million  in  maintenance.  I  no- 
tice in  your  budget  you  do  not  seem  to  address  that.  In  fact,  the 
resources  are  directed  in  other  ways.  How  do  you  plan  to  deal  with 
the  maintenance  needs,  and  why,  in  the  face  of  that,  would  you  be 
adding  substantial  numbers  of  refuges? 

Ms.  Beattie.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  keeping  up  with  the 
maintenance  is  always  a  problem  on  public  land.  I  can  assure  you 
that  we  can,  and  do,  and  will  continue  to  keep  up  with  any  mainte- 
nance needs  that  have  any  impact  on  the  public  health  and  safety. 
We  are  always  paying  full  attention  to  those  needs  and  covering 
them,  and  this  is  true  in  our  maintenance  and  our  construction  ac- 
counts. 

The  answer  to  your  question  about  how  can  we  add  more  land, 
and  to  some  extent  facilities,  when  we're  not  keeping  up  with  the 
maintenance  budget  we  have  is  a  fairly  straightforward  one.  We're 
trying  not  to  add  a  lot  of  facilities  because  we  do  understand  that 
they  don't  usually  come  with  maintenance  and  operational  money. 
So,  we  try  to  keep  that  to  a  minimum  and  have  a  clear  purpose 
in  mind  when  we  ask  for  a  facility. 

Much  of  the  land  that  we  add  is  adding  to  already-existing  ref- 
uges. The  management  and  maintenance  costs  don't  go  up  tremen- 
dously. When  we  add  land  otherwise,  it  is  only  for  the  most  impor- 
tant habitats.  We  are  extremely  selective  now.  We  are  requesting 
funding  for  15  projects  out  of  a  list  of  hundreds  of  possible  land  ac- 
quisition projects  that  are  high  quality  habitat.  In  fact,  we're  only 
taking  the  most  important. 
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So  we  are  simply  trying  to  focus  on  public  health  and  safety, 
maintenance,  and  trying  to  keep  up  as  best  we  can  with  the  main- 
tenance backlog.  In  this  budget  we  have  made  some  transfers  out 
of  maintenance  into  operations,  but  that  simply  allows  the  man- 
agers more  flexibility  in  the  kind  of  work  done  on  these  refuges. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  PROCESS 

Mr.  Regula.  I  wonder  if  you'd  explain  to  the  committee  how  you 
determine  a  new  facility  or  how  do  you  determine  to  designate  an 
area  as  a  wildlife  refuge.  As  I  understand  it,  it  doesn't  require  au- 
thorization from  the  Congress,  and  what  are  the  steps?  How  do  you 
make  these  judgments,  these  70 — well,  actually,  83  that  you've 
added  since  1994? 

Ms.  Beattie.  It's  quite  a  long  and  laborious  process.  First  of  all, 
I'll  address  land  and  not  facilities. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  that's  what  I  am  interested  in. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Okay.  It's  a  laborious  process.  First  of  all,  we  have 
a  ranking  system  for  all  pieces  of  land  that  are  either  offered  to 
us  or  that  we  think  would  be  good  additions  to  refuges  that  we 
have,  or  habitats  that  are  involved  in  endangered  species  or  migra- 
tory bird  conservation  that  come  our  way.  We  have  a  ranking  sys- 
tem called  the  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you're  getting  new  suggestions 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing!.  Internally,  as  well  as  perhaps  from  or- 
ganizations? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  whatever  comes  our  way  from  outside 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  Or  inside 

Mr.  Regula.  All  right. 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  We  send  through  the  Land  Acquisition 
Priority  Rating  System.  Lands  are  rated  largely  by  their  biological 
values  and  by  the  imminence  of  threat  of  development,  and  the 
level  of  protection  that  they  might  add.  This  is  sort  of  a  summary 
of  the  criteria  on  our  LAPS  list. 

When  we  plan  to  acquire  something,  we  go  through  a  fairly  thor- 
ough analysis  that  is  submitted  by  the  region.  We  call  it  a  PPP. 
It's  a  Preliminary  Project 

Ms.  Tynan.  Proposal. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Proposal.  Thank  you.  I  get  so  used  to  the  acronym; 
I've  forgotten  what  it  stands  for. 

Those  PPP's  are  reviewed  and  approved,  and  the  request  for 
funding  will  most  generally  come  through  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  request  in  the  budget.  We  can  usually  show  you 
what  the  ranking  is  in  the  LAPS  system  and  talk  to  you  about  the 
reasons  we  want  to  acquire  that  area  and  the  plans  for  what  we 
would  do  when  we  did  acquire  it. 

We  also  do  acquire  refuge  land  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Con- 
servation Fund  as  well,  which  are,  as  you  know,  grants  that  are 
reviewed  by  a  representative  commission  before  they're  granted. 

Mr.  Regula.  Does  the  authority  that  you  have  to  designate  and 
create  a  refuge  include  the  ability  to  use  condemnation? 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Yes  it  does.  Except  in  friendly  cases,  we  do  not  use 
it.  Friendly  condemnation  is  where  it's  simply  trying  to  set  the 
price  by  mutual  agreement. 

Mr.  Regula.  So,  in  effect,  what 

Ms.  Beattie.  So  it  is  a  willing  buyer/willing  seller  basis. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  okay. 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes? 

Mr.  Smith.  There  is  the  authority  to  condemn,  but  in  the  last  six 
years  there  has  been  no  condemnation  by  policy  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Regula.  But,  in  reality 

Mr.  Smith.  It's  through  friendly  condemnation. 

Mr.  Regula.  You  could,  if  you  chose  to  do  it?  It's  in  the  law? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen.  That's  unfriendly  condemnation,  you're  speaking  of? 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Because  the  Service  has  the  ability  to  designate  an 
area  without  authorization  from  Congress  on  a  specific  site,  I  was 
curious  as  to  whether  it  included  the  right  for  an  unfriendly  taking, 
and  the  answer  is  it's  there  but  it  hasn't  been  exercised. 

Mr.  Smith.  We  haven't  used  it  in  the  last  six  years. 

Ms.  Beattie.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  we  are  extremely  adverse  to 
the  use  of  that  authority. 

endangered  species  act  reauthorization 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Frampton,  you  have  indicated  that  the  admin- 
istration would  propose  a  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act,  and  it  has  expired,  so,  of  course,  we  have  a  problem  of  au- 
thorization here  in  terms  of  funding.  Why  haven't  you  submitted  a 
proposal  to  the  authorizing  committees?  Will  you  be  doing  so  short- 
ly? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  in  a  series  of  dis- 
cussions— primarily  at  Interior  and  Commerce,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  which  also  has  responsibilities  under  the  act.  We 
have  been  in  a  series  of  discussions  with  a  number  of  groups,  in- 
cluding, in  the  last  few  months,  a  working  group  with  the  Western 
Governors  Association  of  the  National  Governors  Association,  with 
environmental  groups,  with  water  interests,  and  with  scientists. 
We  are  hoping  that  within  the  next  several  weeks  the  administra- 
tion, as  part  of  its  regulatory  reform  initiative,  will  put  on  the  table 
a  list  of  provisions  that  we  would  be  interested  in  exploring  as  part 
of  the  reauthorization  package. 

I  have  to  say,  however,  that  the  principal  effort  of  this  adminis- 
tration over  the  last  year  and  a  half  has  been  to  demonstrate  that 
through  policy  changes,  administrative  changes,  and  regulatory 
changes,  we  can  make  the  act  work  in  a  very  different  way  than 
it  has  in  the  past  10  years.  Now  a  lot  of  those  policies  are  things 
we  would  be  willing  to  see  embodied  in  reauthorization,  but  we  ex- 
pect to  have  that  program  supported  by  the  administration  and  re- 
leased in  the  next  few  weeks. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Have  you  had  discussions  with  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee, the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  with  jurisdiction,  as  well 
as  the  full  committee? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  have,  and  there  have  been  a  number  of  hear- 
ings last  year,  which  were  more  in  the  nature  of  oversight  pre-re- 
authorization  and  we  testified  at  those  hearings. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Yates. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  PROPOSED  RULE — PUBLIC  LANDS 

Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I'm  a  little  concerned  about  your  release  from  coverage  of  land- 
owners of  80  acres  or  less  and  your  relationship — ^your  proposed 
order,  also,  with  respect  to  those  who  may  own  land  up  to  500 
acres.  I  can  understand  what  effect  this  will  have  on  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act,  but  what  happens  to  habitat?  Are  they  also  free 
from  other  regulations  as  well?  Are  the  landowners  who  own  80 
acres  in  an  area  that  some  might  deem  critical  in  terms  of  protect- 
ing a  species,  free  from  your  overall  plans  in  rearranging  the  habi- 
tat or  reconstructing  the  habitat  and  the  environment? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Yates,  there  isn't  much  habitat  for  owls  left 
at  all  on  private  land  in  the  Northwest.  In  fact,  the  strategy  of  the 
President's  plan  is  to  protect  habitat  and  re-create  habitat  almost 
entirely  on  public  land,  on  Forest  Service  and  BLM  land  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest.  But  the  scientific  team  that  developed  that  plan 
believes  that  there  were  some  small  areas  where  a  contribution  to 
the  overall  mosaic  of  habitat  on  public  land  from  private  land 
would  also  be  needed.  What  this  proposed  rule  does  is  identify  the 
areas  where  that  is — where  we  need  to  add  some  protection  on  pri- 
vate land  to  the  public  land  system. 

However,  in  most  cases  that's  not  a  need  for  owl  habitat.  It's  a 
need  for  connections  between  public  reserves  or  buffer  areas 
around  public  land  reserves  that  are  small.  So  what  we're  able  to 
do,  in  effect,  by  relying  on  the  public  land  is  to  deliver  a  dividend 
to  private  landowners.  Since  on  most  of  the  private  land  there's  no 
habitat  and  no  need  for  the  long-term  recovery  of  the  owl  to  use 
private  land,  we're  able  to  propose  this  rule  that  would  give  relief 
to  most  landowners. 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  you  give  that  same  dividend,  to  use  your  word, 
do  you  give  that  same  dividend  to  owners  of  less  than  80  acres  of 
land  in  other  areas  of  the  country? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  are 

Mr.  Yates.  As  far  as  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  concerned? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  are  very  interested  in  looking  at  situations 
in  which  there  could  be  that  kind  of  dividend  for  small  landowners, 
but  it's  very  much  dependent  on  a  species-by-species  basis.  In  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  we've  created  a  reserve  system  which,  consider- 
ing land  that's  already  offbounds,  is  something  like  15  million 
acres.  So  we  are  able  to  give  the  relief  to  small  landowners  who 
don't  have  habitat.  For  different  kind  of  species,  we  might  not  be 
able  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  if  you  have  land  that  is  central  to  the  protec- 
tion of  an  endangered  species,  land  less  than  80  acres,  that  may 
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be  central  to  the  protection  of  an  endangered  or  even  listed  species? 
What  do  you  do  in  such  case? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Then  we  have  a  very  different  situation. 

Mr.  Yates.  Obviously,  but  what  do — what  do  you  do?  Do  you  give 
that  person  freedom,  as  you  do  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Not  if  the  80  acres  is  critical  to  the  species  or 
contained  important  habitat  for  the  recovery  of  a  species,  no. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  if  that  same — what  if  that  same  condition  per- 
tains to  a  landowner  to  land  of  less  than  80  acres  up  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 

Mr.  Yates.  Owls  are  not  the  only  possible  endangered  species. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  this  rule  is  not  providing  relief  with  respect 
to  habitat  for  any  other  species. 

Mr.  Yates.  I'm  not  talking  habitat.  I'm  talking  about  the  ordi- 
nary operation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  I  don't  know  wheth- 
er you  have  created  in  the  Northwest  a  habitat  area  in  which  your 
relief  to  the  80-acre  owners  applies,  and  that's  the  basis  for  it. 
That's  why  you  keep  using  the  term  "habitat."  And  I  used  it  first, 
but  I'm  away  from  it  now. 

Now  you  have  other  sections  of  the  country  which  have  the  possi- 
bility of  species  being  on  the  endangered  list  or  being  listed,  and 
I'm  not  sure  I  can  get  from  you — or  I  have  yet  received  from  you — 
an  answer  as  to  what  happens  with  respect  to  lands  that  are  less 
than  80  acres  when  that  situation  prevails. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Yates,  maybe — let  me  try  to  explain  what 
the  80-acre  exemption  is  and  is  not,  because  I  think  we  may  have 
a  misunderstanding.  The  proposed  rule  would  not  exempt  land- 
owners with  80  acres  or  less  from  the  operation  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  only  from  the  "take"  prohibitions  that  otherwise  would 
apply  to  them  because  of  the  spotted  owl. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see.  It's  just  an  exemption,  then,  from  coverage  with 
respect  to  the  spotted  owl? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see.  Well,  I  misunderstood  that.  I  thought  it 
was 

Mr.  Frampton.  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuingl.  A  listing  from  the  entire  act  itself,  but 
that's  not  true? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That's  not  true. 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  just  the  spotted  owl? 

Mr.  Frampton.  And  in  other  cases  where  we  would  have  species 
such  as,  say,  grizzly  bears  or  the  gnatcatcher  in  southern  Califor- 
nia that  require  large  amounts  of  habitat.  If  that  habitat  is  pro- 
tected on  public  land  and  through  voluntary  conservation  agree- 
ments with  large  landowners,  and  we're  able  to  create  a  habitat 
pattern  that  lays  the  foundation  for  that  particular  species'  recov- 
ery, then  we're  able  to  say  to  the  small  landowners  that  we've 
taken  care  of  the  conservation  needs  from  public  lands  and  the  big 
private  landowners.  We  can  let  the  little  guys  out  for  that  species. 

Mr.  Yates.  The  budget  for 

Mr.  Regula.  If  you'll  yield 

Mr.  Yates.  I'll  yield. 
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Mr.  Regula.  In  other  words,  it's  narrowly  construed.  Here's  a 
person  with  80  acres  or  less;  they're  free  to  do  as  they  choose  with 
their  land,  even  though  there  may  have  been  a  habitat  created  in 
the  area?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That's  correct.  That's  a  separate  provision  of  the 
rule. 

The  purpose 

Mr.  Yates.  Just  for  the  owl,  as  I  understand  it. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  PROPOSED  RULE — MULTI-SPECIES  PLANS 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  benefit  of  another  part  of  this  program, 
which  is  encouraging  private  landowners  to  negotiate  multi-species 
habitat  conservation  plans,  is  that  they  can  come  to  us  and  say: 
"Here  is  the  way  I  would  like  to  manage  my  land  for  the  next  50 
years,  not  just  for  owls,  but  for  fish  and  for  other  species,  including 
species  that  have  not  yet  been  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act."  And  if  that's  approved  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  then 
the  landowner  has  50  years  of  certainty  not  only  against  existing 
Endangered  Species  Act  listings,  but  contemplated  Endangered 
Species  Act  listings.  The  landowner  gets  a  lot  of  certainty  that  he 
cannot  get  under  the  act  if  it  is  administered  inflexibly  and,  in  ad- 
dition, he  gets  the  ability  to  design  his  own  habitat  conservation 
plan. 

Mr.  Regula.  That  transfers 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  species  get  protection  under  a  habitat  con- 
servation plan,  even  for  species  that  may  be  sensitive  but  have  not 
yet  been  listed  as 

Mr.  Regula.  And  that  transfers  with  the  land? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  transfers  with  the  land,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  DiCKS.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  just  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  Regula.  I'm  not  counting  that  against  your  time. 

Mr.  Yates.  Will  you  if  I  yield  to  him? 

Mr.  Regula.  No,  you  can  yield.  I'll  count  it  against  his.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Jack  Ward  Thomas  laid  out  the  plan  for  the  recovery 
of  the  northern  spotted  owl.  Basically,  he  said  at  the  time  that  it 
could  be  done  basically  on  Federal  land,  but  you  had  to  have  a  pro- 
gram that  was  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  northern  California. 
The  administration  has  put  into  place  such  a  plan.  On  top  of  that, 
we  have  some  restrictions  on  State  lands  and  on  private  lands.  The 
habitat  conservation  plans  are  a  negotiation  between  the  private 
companies  and  the  Federal  Government  in  order  to  get  a  multi-spe- 
cies approach,  so  that  they  can  get  certainty  about  what  they  can 
do  on  their  private  land.  The  State  of  Washington  is  doing  a  com- 
prehensive habitat  conservation  plan. 

So  the  relief  that  goes  out  to  these  smaller  people  is  because 
they're  not  really  necessary  for  the  viability  of  the  plan.  They  were 
never  envisioned  as  part  of  the  plan.  I  support  strongly  what 
they're  doing  in  providing  relief  to  these  small  landowners  of  under 
80  acres  or  less,  and  also  going  out  and  trying  to  get  the  land- 
owners who  have  been  going  out  and  cutting  their  logs  before  a 
spotted  owl  would  land  there,  some  assurance  that  if  they  continue 
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to  use  good  conservation  practices,  that  they  won't  have  to  fear 
being  caught  in  this  spotted  owl  thing.  So  it's  a  good  plan,  1  think, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  did  they  use  80  acres?  Why  not  100  acres? 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  wish  it  had  been  100  acres,  but  they  made  a  judg- 
ment that  those — that  the  plots  under  80  acres  were 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  there  any  reason  for  80  acres? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  the  principal  reason  for  80  acres  rather 
than  70  or  100  is  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concluded  that 
80  acres  was  a  reasonable  breakout  between  a  small-sized  and  a 
nonindustrial,  medium-sized  landowner. 

NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY  TRANSFER 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right.  Now  you  propose  to  transfer  11  hatcheries 
to  the  States  where  the  hatcheries  are  located;  correct? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  And  now  are  the  States  paying  you  anything 
for  the  transfer? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No.  In  fact,  Congressman  Yates,  we  are  proposing 
to  transfer  the  hatcheries  to  the  States  with  a  declining  grant  to 
help  the  States  operate  the  hatcheries.  In  other  words,  the  first 
year  we  would  propose  to  provide  them  100  percent  of  the  cost  of 
running  the  hatchery;  the  second  year,  80  percent  of  that  cost;  the 
third,  40  percent;  and  the  fourth  year  they'd  be  on  their  own. 

Mr.  Yates.  Could  you  give  the  committee  a  statement  indicating 
the  value  of  the  hatcheries  that  you  are  turning  back 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  Back  to  the  States? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we  can.  We  have  an  estimate  of  the  current 
value,  although  the  sale  value  is  hard  to  estimate  because  the 
value  of  a  hatchery  to  a  private  buyer  is  not  something  easily  ap- 
praised, and  we  have  the  replacement  value. 

[Committee  note. — The  answer  to  this  question  is  provided 
within  the  questions  for  the  record,  following  the  hearing  proceed- 
ings.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  have  the  States  already  indicated  they're  willing 
to  take  the  hatcheries? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Some  States  have  indicated  an  interest;  some  we're 
still  negotiating  with,  and  some  have  not  shown  an  interest.  But 
it  will  depend  on  whether  Congress  accepts  this  proposal  before  the 
negotiations  become  serious. 

Mr.  Yates.  Then  your  answer  to  my  first  question  isn't  a  positive 
yes,  because  I  said  you  propose  to  transfer  11  hatcheries,  and 
you're  negotiating  now  on  some  that  you  think  may  not  be  trans- 
ferred. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  it's  still  unclear.  I  can't  say  that  we  have  a 
flat  no  from  any  State,  and  I  think  they're  waiting  to  see  how  this 
proposal  develops. 

Mr.  Yates.  You  propose  to  transfer  11 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  Hatcheries.  How  many  have  accepted? 
How  many  States  have  accepted? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Gary. 

Mr.  Edwards.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  Assistr.nt  Director,  Fisheries. 
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None  of  the  States  have  given  a  definite  yes.  As  Director  Beattie 
has  said,  I  think  many  of  them  are  waiting  to  see  what  happens 
to  the  recommendation  before  they  commit  themselves. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  to  what  recommendation? 

Ms.  Beattie.  To  the  recommendation  that  we  are  making  to  the 
Congress  that  we  transfer  these  hatcheries. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  I  see.  It  requires  legislation? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  sorry,  the  proposal  is  cut  in  the  hatchery  budg- 
et of  $2. 1  million.  If  that  cut  is  accepted  by  the  Congress,  that  will 
have  an  effect,  I  think,  on  our  ability  to  negotiate. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  don't  understand  that.  Will  it  require — will  the  $2.1 
million  be  required  to  operate  the  hatcheries  in  the  event  they're 
not  transferred? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  have  your  numbers  on  the  estimated  value  of 
those  hatcheries  at  this  time.  This  is  without  a  lot  of  science  be- 
hind it.  We  estimate  they're  worth  about  $55  million,  based  on  the 
value  of  the  land,  buildings,  and  improvements,  and  that  the  re- 
placement cost  would  be  about  $100  million. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  it  requires  a  statutory  enactment  to  allow  you 
to  actually  transfer  them? 

Ms.  Beattie.  To  divest  ourselves  of  the  hatcheries,  yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen. 

MESCALERO  NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY  AND  GILA  TROUT 

Mr.  Skeen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Secretary  and  Madam  Director,  I  appreciate  it. 

While  we're  talking  about  fish  hatcheries,  let  me  ask  you  a  ques- 
tion pertinent  to  my  particular  district  and  we'll  get  into  a  more 
general  question  I'd  like  to  ask  later.  And  that's  the  transfer  of  the 
Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery,  and  that  also  involves  the  Gila 
trout  which  is  a  listed  species,  I  believe,  is  it  not? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Skeen.  What's  the  deal — are  we  going  to  turn  this  over  to 
the  State — we  have  played  ping  pong  with  that  hatchery  now  for 
a  number  of  years.  At  one  time  it's  under  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  then  back  to  the  tribe  or  under  the  State,  or  I'm  not  sure  what 
the  situation  really  is.  It's  been  very  mobile. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Let  me  go  to  your  first  question  about  the  Gila 
trout  and  what  becomes  of  that. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Yes,  Ma'am,  please. 

Ms.  Beattie.  In  general 

Mr.  Skeen.  You  select  the  order  you'd  like  to  respond. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Pardon? 
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Mr.  Skeen.  You  go  ahead  and  select  any  order  you'd  like  to  re- 
spond to.  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Beattie.  Few,  if  any,  of  the  11  hatcheries  do  only  one  thing. 
Most  have  a  multiplicity  of  functions,  but  the  predominant  function 
being,  on  these  11  is  the  stocking  of  State  or  tribal  waters. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Is  that  the  case  with  the  Mescalero? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes.  However,  there  are  ancillary  functions  such  as 
the  raising  of  Gila  trout.  All  of  those  functions  that  meet  our  Fed- 
eral mandate  would  be  either  transferred  to  another  hatchery  and 
maintained  or  maintained  at  that  hatchery  under  some  kind  of 
agreement  with  whoever  adopts  the  hatchery. 

In  terms  of  the  history  of  this  hatchery,  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  that's 

Ms.  Beattie.  At  the  moment,  it  is  certainly  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Skeen.  It's  had  a  very  cyclical  background.  One  time  it's 
shut  down  and  the  next  time  it's  operating,  and  so  forth,  and  I 
have  not  been  able  to  keep  up  with  it.  But  since  it  was  listed  in 
some  of  the  remarks  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  I  was  very 
interested.  It's  one  of  those  11  that  you're  going  to  transfer;  is  that 
correct? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We're  proposing  to,  yes. 

endangered  species  listing 

Mr.  Skeen.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question  about  listing  of  species. 
How  many  are  on  the — how  many  species  have  we  got  listed  now? 

Ms.  Beattie.  On  the  domestic  list,  we  have  roughly  920,  and 
there  is  also  a  listing  of  foreign  species  which  is  532.  The  total  is 
about  1,400  species. 

Mr.  Taylor.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  you  yield? 

Mr.  Skeen.  I'll  yield. 

candidate  species 

Mr.  Taylor.  Doesn't — with  the  candidate  list  and  those  listed, 
and  the  candidates  are  created  much  the  same  as  if  they  were  list- 
ed— doesn't  that  go  nearly  to  5,000,  between  4,000  and  5,000? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  candidates  do  not  have  the  protection  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  There  are  at  the  moment,  I  think,  roughly 
4,000  candidate  species.  Let  me  just  turn  around  and  check  that 
number. 

Ms.  Clark.  About  4,000. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Four  thousand? 

Mr.  Taylor.  And  what  protection — Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield 

Mr.  Skeen.  I'll  continue  to  yield. 

Mr.  Taylor  [continuing].  Would  they  have? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  seek  voluntary  protection  for  category  1  can- 
didate species,  which  are  species  that  biologically  qualify  for  listing, 
but  have  not  been  listed  because  of  other  higher  priorities.  We 
have,  for  instance,  a  cooperative  agreement  with  Federal  agencies 
and  the  States  to  manage  candidate  species  to  prevent  them  from 
being  listed.  We,  in  habitat  conservation  planning,  always  work 
with  our  partners  to  try  to  include  candidate  species,  so  that  there 
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will  be  no  further  surprises  from  listings  in  the  future,  but  they  do 
not  have  the  protection  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Excuse  me.  But  candidate  one  on  public  plans,  the 
voluntary  for  the  Forest  Service,  it  might  as  well  be  listed  as  far 
as  the  Forest  Service  activity,  harvest  and  any  other  activities;  is 
that  not  true? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  Forest  Service  has  agreed  to  the  protection  of 
category  1  candidate  species,  but  we  work  with  them  on  a  nego- 
tiated basis  to  help  protect  those  species.  The  category  2  candidate 
species  are  simply  those  species  that  have  been  proposed  to  us  for 
listing,  but  for  which  there  isn't  sufficient  information  gathered  to 
even  know  if  they  are  worthy  of  listing.  So  they  simply  sit  waiting 
further  research  to  be  developed. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  LISTING — LEVEL  OF  EFFORT 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  thank  you. 

But  let's  go  back.  Then  I'd  have  to  assume  that  a  huge  amount 
of  your  time  is  involved  in  either  checking  concerning  the  listing 
and  those  in  category  one  or  two,  and  so  give  me  an  idea  of  how 
much  time  we  spend  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  just  on  initi- 
ations from  the  endangered  species  listing.  Is  this  90  percent  of 
your  time,  50  percent? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  the  best  way  to  do  that  would  probably  be 
in  the  number  of  FTEs,  or  full-time  equivalents. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  we  can  enumerate  or  we  can  go  ahead  and  re- 
duce it 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  have  100,  roughly  104  people  out  of  those  ap- 
plied to  the  Endangered  Species  Act  generally,  just  to  give  you  an 
idea.  There  are  104  full-time  equivalents. 

Mr.  Skeen.  A  hundred  and  four  FTEs  involved  directly  with  spe- 
cies? 

Ms.  Beattie.  About  104  out  of  a  thousand.  So  about  10  percent 
of  the  FTEs.  Is  that  a  good  estimate  to  give  you  a  picture? 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  that  gives  me  some  kind  of  a  picture,  but  the 
big  controversy  as  far  as  some  of  our  country,  which  is — 80  acres 
wouldn't  help  you  much  as  far  as  being  left  out  in  our  part  of  the 
country.  We  couldn't  find  that  in  a  week.  But,  anyway,  what  I'm 
wondering  about  is  how  much  actual — how  easy  is  it  to  get  a  list- 
ing? 

Ms.  Beattie.  It's  very  difficult.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Skeen.  A  29-cent  or  now  a  32-cent  stamp  won't  do  it  any- 
more? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No,  sir.  The  system  can  work  in  one  of  two  ways. 
We  are  required  to  list,  according  to  our  priority  system,  the  spe- 
cies that  we  find  through  the  literature,  through  the  science, 
through  our  own  biologists,  and  biologists  from  universities,  et 
cetera,  that  actually  are  qualified  for  listing.  We  can  also  be  peti- 
tioned for  a  species  from  the  outside. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  LISTING  PETITIONS 

Mr.  Skeen.  You  can  initiate  the  petition? 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Essentially,  yes,  but  that's  a  little  misleading.  If 
you're  saying  we'd  go  to  an  outside  party  and  say,  "Send  us  a  peti- 
tion," then  no,  we  don't  do  that.  But  we  can  initiate 

Mr.  Skeen.  But  you  can  do  it 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  listing.  We  are  required 

Mr.  Skeen.  But  you  can  initiate  the  listing  within  the  Depart- 
ment? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right.  The  petitions  that  come  in  from  the  out- 
side  

Mr.  Skeen.  Okay. 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  We  review 

Mr.  Skeen.  You're  differentiating  between  those- 


Ms.  Beattie.  Right,  they  are  different.  And  we  review  those  peti- 
tions quite  rigorously  to  see  if  they  are 

Mr.  Skeen.  Valid? 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  Have  any  substance  to  them.  If  they 
appear  to  be  substantial 

Mr.  Skeen.  Now  wait  a  minute.  On  the  evaluation,  is  there  any- 
thing involved  in  that,  economic  impact? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No,  sir.  We 

Mr.  Skeen.  No,  that's  not  part  of  this? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right. 

Mr.  Skeen.  It's  strictly  on  the  biological 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  right.  That  is  according  to  the  law. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Okay. 

Ms.  Beattie.  If  there  is  substance  on  the  petition,  we  then  make 
a  finding  of  warranted  or  not  warranted.  Of  the  petitions  we've  re- 
ceived in  the  last  four  years,  we've  turned  down  about  half. 

Mr.  Skeen.  About  half? 

Ms.  Beattie.  About  half. 

Mr.  Skeen.  How  many  inquiries  or  how  many  do  they  list  from 
petitions  or — you've  got  to  differentiate  it  for  me,  those  that  you 
initiate  and  those  that  are  initiated  from  outside,  or  requests  for 
listings.  How  many  of  those  just  random  requests  do  you  get  from 
those  other  than  from  what's  in  your  own  Department? 

Ms.  Beattie.  From  outside? 

Mr.  Skeen.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  requests  from  outside? 

How  many  petitions  in  the  last  four  years? 

Ms.  Clark.  In  the  last  four  years,  from  1990  to  1994,  we  received 
petitions  on  206  species. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Tw  hundred  and  six  species? 

Ms.  Clark.  C  3ct.  And  of  those,  we've  turned  down  115  in  the 
preliminary  90  review. 

Mr.  Skeen.  x..  le  90-day  review?  So  you  can  reject  some  of  those 
within  90  days? 

Ms.  Clark.  Yes,  we  can. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Or  accept? 

Ms.  Clark.  And  do.  Right. 

Mr.  Skeen.  And  do? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  are  required  to  make  a  finding  within  90  days. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Within  90  days? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right.  There  is  then  a  long  process  taking  about  a 
year  and  a  half  after  we  accept  the  petition,  if  we  find  it  war- 
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ranted,  that  involves  reviewing  all  the  science  that  can  possibly  be 
found  on  that  species.  At  the  end  of  a  year  we  make  a  proposal  ei- 
ther to  list  or  not  to  list.  The  process  lasts  about  a  year  and  a  half 
full  of  public  comment,  research,  and  peer  review  before  we  can  get 
to  a  proposal  to  fmally  list  a  species.  It  takes  quite  a  long  while. 
We  try  to  exhaust  all  the  scientific  resources  we  can.  We  get  peer 
review  from  independent  reviewers.  The  law  requires  us  to  make 
that  final  decision  based  on  the  best  available  science  at  the  time. 
So,  really,  we  make  the  judgment  in  a  year  and  a  half s  time,  ac- 
cording to  the  best  available  science  which  says,  does  the  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  say  that  this  species  is  becoming  endangered 
or  threatened  or  not? 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  let's  hold  it  right  there.  Am  I  running  over  my 
time? 

Mr.  Regula.  Go  ahead  and  finish  your  line  of  questioning. 

Mr.  Skeen.  The  best  available  scientific  information,  from 
whence  does  that  come,  within  the  Department,  outside  the  De- 
partment? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No.  We  search  everywhere  we  can. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Any  way  that  you  can? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  ask  for  public  comment.  We  get  a  lot  of  sci- 
entists writing  in  through  the  public  comment  period.  We  search 
the  literature.  We  review  the  taxonomy.  We  do  very  little  primary 
research  ourselves.  We  rely  mostly  on  the  work  of  outside  sci- 
entists, and  certainly  on  the  work  of  outside  taxonomists. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Then  why  do  you — on  the — what  I'm  getting  at — 
what  I'm  having  trouble  determining  is,  with  an  agency  such  as 
yours  that's  very  much  interested  in  propagation,  I  think  that  we're 
spending  an  awful  lot  of  time  just  in  defining  what  we  mean  by  a 
species  that  should  be  saved  or  not  saved  or  is  endangered  or  not 
endangered,  rather  than  working  on  the  propagation  side,  because 
I  don't  know  that,  once  you  make  the  determination  of  whether 
you've  actually  done  anything  about  propagating  a  species — be- 
cause once  you  declare  it  as  an  endangered  species,  I'm  never  sure, 
do  you  go  back  and  check  to  see  if  you're  getting  propagation,  re- 
covery? 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  RECOVERY 

Ms.  Beattie.  You  mean  to  the  recovery?  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen.  I'm  talking  about  propagation;  I'm  not  talking  about 
holding — saving  the  ones  that  are  here.  I'm  talking  about  propagat- 
ing that  species. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  for  every  species,  we  are  required  to  produce 
a  recovery  plan. 

Mr.  Skeen.  A  recovery  plan? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Our  budget  request  this  year  is  for  two  parts  of  the 
endangered  species  process.  One  is  consultation  with  other  agen- 
cies, which  I  can  explain,  but  the  other  request  for  an  increase  is 
for  recovery  planning.  And  we  have  at  least  stabilized  about  40 
percent  of  the  species  on  the  list.  We  may  not  have  recovered  them, 
but  our  recovery  efforts  have  stabilized  those  populations. 

Mr.  Skeen.  So  with  40  species,  you've  stabilized 

Ms.  Beattie.  Forty  percent  of  the  listed  species. 
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ENDANGERED  SQUAWFISH 

Mr.  Skeen.  Yes.  Well,  let  me  give  you  one  example  that's  really 
of  concern.  The  squawfish  was  declared  an  endangered  species  on 
the  Northern  New  Mexico  River,  and  yet  at  the  fish  hatchery  in 
Dexter — is  that  one  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife — that's  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  hatchery.  They're  propagating  billions  of  squawfish;  yet, 
you've  still  got  the  squawfish  on  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Why? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  purpose  of  propagating  them  in  a  hatchery  is 
to  be  able  to  restore  them  to  their  native  habitat.  We  do  not  want 
to  get  in  a  situation  where  we  have  endangered  species  being  main- 
tained indefinitely  in  perpetuity  in  a  hatchery. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  you  can't  because  you  haven't  got  that  much 
room,  but  I'm  assuming  what  you've  been  doing  is  taking  those 
hatchlings  back  up  to  the  area  in  question,  the  place  in  question, 
at  Farmington,  New  Mexico.  It  would  seem  to  me  like  you  have  all 
the  propagation  in  the  world,  and  why  do  you  keep  them  on  the 
Endangered  Species  Act? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  goal  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  as  laid  out 
in  its  preamble,  is  really  to  restore  and  maintain  species  in  their 
native  habitats.  So  unless  we  have  a  self-sustaining  population  of 
those  fish  in  their  native  habitat,  we  do  not — we  cannot  consider 
the  species  recovered.  Having  them  in  a  hatchery  does  not  qualify 
for  the  restoration  to  their  native  habitats. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  it  did  with  the  Gila  trout  and  some  of  the  oth- 
ers. That's — I  just  don't  get  the  rationale.  Maybe  I'm  missing  some- 
thing, but  I  won't  belabor  this  any  more,  but  I  think  that  what  I'm 
getting  at  is  that  I  think  we're  getting  far  away  from  propagation 
and  far  more  interested  in  listings  and  putting  more  endangered 
species  on  that,  and  we're  headed  for  a  collision  between  property 
owners  and  this  act,  and  also  operations  such  as  building  dams  or 
water  courses  and  things  of  that  kind,  and  there's  going  to  be  a 
whale  of  a  collision  coming  down  the  road.  And  I'd  like  to  see  us 
propagate  those  species 

Mr.  Regula.  We're  going  to  have  to  move  along  here. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Okay.  I'll  yield. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Could  I  just  briefly  respond,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Regula.  You  may,  sure. 

endangered  species  act  criticisms 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Skeen,  you  put  your  finger  on  a  number  of 
criticisms  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  that  I  think  we  have  al- 
ready moved  on,  or  begun  to  move,  to  respond  to.  One  is  listing; 
some  people  have  felt  that  the  listing  has  been  too  easy,  and  we 
have  developed 

Mr.  Skeen.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing!.  And  promulgated  new  policies  which 
not  only  increase  the  standards  for  listing,  but  also  provide  for  peer 
review  by  independent,  outside  scientists  for  listing  proposals. 

The  second  issue  you  raised  has  to  do  with  recovery.  We  have 
begun  to  develop  proposals  for  the  States  to  be  more  active  in  de- 
veloping recovery  plans,  so  that  the  recovery  of  species,  the  propa- 
gation of  species,  to  get  them  off  the  endangered  species  list,  is 
more  of  a  cooperative  State/Federal  project.  Those  are  the  kinds  of 
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things  that  we  have,  in  the  last  year,  begun  to  respond  to  through 
new  policy  and  administrative  provisions  and  provisions  that  could 
also  be  potentially  adopted  in  a  reauthorized  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  I  think  that's  common  sense. 

And  I  appreciate  your  indulgence,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to 
say  thank  you  for  the  explanation.  I  feel  a  little  better  about  it,  but 
that  information  isn't  getting  to  the  general  public,  and  that's  real- 
ly bothersome  because  we're  headed  for  open  warfare  over  this,  and 
I  don't  want  to  see  this  happen. 

Mr.  Regula.  Sagebrush  rebellion. 

Mr.  Dicks  and  then  Mr.  Bunn. 

Mr.  Dicks.  On  one  point  on  clarification:  the  responsibility  is  to 
protect  the  species  throughout  its  range,  isn't  it?  So,  I  mean,  this 
is  the  kind  of  problem  we  have  out  in  the  Columbia  and  the  Snake 
River.  We've  got  all  kinds  of  sockeye  salmon  in  Alaska;  they  just 
aren't  at  the  Red  Fish  Lake  in  Idaho.  And  so  that's  part  of  the 
problem  here. 

In  our  State  we're  involved  in  the  captive  breeding  program  for 
the  red  wolf  which  was  then  later  released  in  North  Carolina, 
where  I  guess  it  was  its  original  territory,  and  done  quite  success- 
fully. So  I  think  that  gives  kind  of  an  understanding  of  how  this 
thing  works  in  practice. 

Now  I  want  to  say,  first  of  all,  that  I'm  pleased  that  you  did  the 
4(d)  rule,  and  I  supported  it.  I  probably  get  harder  hit  than  any- 
body in  the  Northwest  with  this  SMA  on  the  west  end  of  the  Olym- 
pic Peninsula,  and  I  appreciate  very  much  that  the  reanalysis 
team's  going  to  take  another  look  at  the  facts,  and  that's  appre- 
ciated. But  I  believe  the  4(d)  rule  was  a  significant  step  forward, 
and  so  I  appreciate  your  doing  it.  I  think  it  provided  significant  re- 
lief I  think  we  have  a  very  adequate  program. 

I  have  been  trying  to  sit  back  and  think  about  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  because  I  think  it's  an  important  and  fundamental  part 
of  our  environmental  law,  and  yet  it  isn't  working  very  well.  There 
is  criticism  of  it  and  concern  about  it. 

One  thing  I've  felt  that  we  ought  to  consider  is  whether  there's 
a  way  to  deal  with  these  problems  affirmatively.  In  other  words,  I 
look  at  the  Northwest;  I  look  at  the  Olympic  Peninsula,  and  in  my 
mind  I  can  see  a  situation  where,  combined  with  what  we've  done 
on  option  nine,  which  is  the  Government's  program,  multi-species 
program,  that  if  you  combine  that  with  the  habitat  conservation 
plans  on  State  land  and  on  the  major  industrial  landowners,  in  es- 
sence, you  would  have  a  regional  plan  which  would  be  multi-spe- 
cies. And,  therefore,  it  would  seem  to  me  at  some  point  you  could 
say,  here,  we've  done  it,  and  submit  that  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  be  out  from  underneath  this  species-by-species  ap- 
proach, which  I  think  is  doomed  to  failure  because  people  just 
aren't  going  to  accept  it. 

There's  got  to  be  some  way  that  you  can  take  a — I  mean.  Sec- 
retary Babbitt  calls  them  "bioregions."  Maybe  the  Olympic  Penin- 
sula would  be  a  bioregion,  part  of  the  State  of  Washington,  and  you 
could  have  a  plan,  a  multi-species  plan. 

Is  there  anything  wrong  with  that?  Would  that  not  work?  Would 
the  environmental  groups  not  support  something  like  that  if  it  was 


297 

truly  multi-species  and  gave  good  habitat  for  these  species,  pro- 
moted biodiversity? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  think  that  we  couldn't  agree  more 
with  your  goal.  All  of  the  administrative  reforms  to  which  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  referred,  in  addition  to  the  goals  of  fairness  and 
honesty,  and  certainty  for  landowners,  are  aimed  at  trying  our  best 
to  move  toward  multi-species,  long-term  management  plans  that 
allow  us  to  make  a  deal  and  go  away. 

Mr.  Dicks.  See,  that's  what  I'd  like  to  see  happen.  I  think  in  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  we  ought  to  lay  that 
out  as  an  option,  so  that,  one — first  of  all,  we'd  have  to  clarify,  I 
think,  that  it  is  possible  to  do  a  multi-species  habitat  conservation 
plan  on  State  and  private  lands.  But,  in  essence,  if  you  could  get 
the  region  to  come  together  and  develop  such  a  plan  from  the 
grassroots  up — people  feel  very  badly  about  having  these  things  im- 
posed upon  them  top  down  from  the  Federal  authorities.  And  if 
they  could  work  on  a  plan  and  know  that  over,  say,  a  five-year  pe- 
riod they  could  develop  a  plan  and  get  out  from  the  onerous — I 
mean,  they'd  have  to,  obviously,  set  aside  habitat,  be  willing  to  do 
that.  There  would  have  to  be  a  real  coming  together  of  the  commu- 
nity, but  I  think  we  have  the  basis  in  the  Northwest  to  do  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  There  are  some  examples  in  the  country  developing 
now  that  we  might  even  point  to  and  say  we're  getting  there,  a  cou- 
ple of  examples  in  southern  California.  The  lead  there  is  the  State 
and  the  localities,  and  the  counties  in  particular.  We  are  working 
with  them  to  come  up  with  a  plan  under  State  law  that  would  be 
a  multi-species  plan  that  would  allow  us  to  make  a  deal  and  go 
away. 

The  $27  million  increase  to  Section  6  that  we  are  requesting  is 
precisely  for  one  of  the  objectives  that  you  just  described,  and  it 
would  be  to  allow  the  States  to  buy  habitat  in  order  to  set  it  aside, 
and  to  allow  development  to  go  on  on  private  land.  In  other  words, 
the  objective  is  to  set  aside  enough  habitat  for  the  species  and  let 
everybody  know  with  certainty  where  the  development  can  go.  And 
that's  what  the  $27  million  is  for. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Can  you  do  it  on  a  multi-species  basis? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  mean,  option  nine  is  a  multi-species  plan. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we  can.  It's 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  mean,  would  you  be  willing  to  work  with  me  and 
others  in  the  Congress  that  would  like  to  see  that  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  survives  to  develop  some  kind  of  language  for  the  reau- 
thorization? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We'd  be  happy  to  have  such  a  discussion. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Bunn. 

pacific  northwest  proposed  rule — land  ownerships 

Mr.  Bunn.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair. 

I  had  a  question  on  the  80  acres.  If  you  have  a  landowner  that's 
got  two  60-acre  tracts  10  miles  apart,  is  it  on  the  total  ownership 
in  an  area  or  on  an  individual  tract? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  the  proposed  rule  that's  published  is  for 
landowners  with  80  acres  or  less  total  within  one  of  the  special  em- 
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phasis  areas.  For  example,  in  the  State  of  Washington  on  80  per- 
cent of  the  forested  landscape,  all  landowners  were  released  re- 
gardless of  size.  For  the  remaining  20  percent,  there  are  six  special 
areas  where  some  owl  protection  is  still  needed  on  private  lands, 
and  within  any  of  those  six  areas  those  who  have  80  acres  or  less 
are  exempt  from  the  prohibitions  that  would  otherwise  apply.  Now, 
as  a  practical  matter,  you're  probably  not  going  to  have  very  many 
situations  where  you've  got  two  or  three  60-acre 

Mr.  BUNN.  Well,  yes,  because  I  know  a  number  of  small  wood- 
lands owners  that  have  40  acres,  40  acres,  40  acres.  If  you've  got 
three  40-acre  tracts,  are  you  exempt  or  are  you  not  exempt? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Under  the  proposed  rule,  you  would  not  be  ex- 
empt if  they  were  all  in  one  special  emphasis  area.  But  the  reason 
we  put  the  rule  out  this  way  is  specifically  to  ask  for  public  com- 
ment. If  there  are  situations  where  people  fit  the  situation  you  de- 
scribe, we  hear  about  that  from  the  public  and  we  can  change  the 
way  the  exemption 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay.  So  if- 


Mr.  Dicks.  Would  you  yield  just  for  a  clarifying  point? 

Mr.  BUNN.  As  soon  as  I  ask  one  more  following  clarification. 

So  if  you've  got  one  landowner  that  has  three  40s,  they  can  put 
one  40  in  a  daughter's  name,  one  40  in  a  son's  name,  and  they're 
exempt  and  otherwise  they're  not  under  the  proposed  rule? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Under  the  proposed  rule,  that  would  not  be  right, 
but  you  raise  one  of  the  issues  we've  got  to  look  at  in  shaping  an 
exemption  which  is  fair,  but  doesn't  completely 

Mr.  Dicks.  But  does  that  restriction 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  Provide  loopholes  for  exemptions. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Is  it  outside  the  SMA's  or  inside?  In  other  words,  I 
thought  if  you're  outside  of  the  SMA's,  you're  out? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Dicks.  So  it's  only — the  40-acre  thing  only  comes  in  if  you're 
in  an  SEA? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Right. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  think  you're  suggesting  if  the  three  tracts  are 
in 

Mr.  BuNN.  Correct. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  An  SJVIA? 

Mr.  BUNN.  Yes,  because  if  you  happen  to  be  a  landowner  in  that 
area,  you're  still — you  may  hold  small  tracts,  but  you're  not  ex- 
empt. 

IVIr.  Frampton.  The  situation  you  describe  is  one  in  which  some 
people  would  probably  like  to  have  the  exemption  apply.  If  a  lot  of 
people  fall  in  the  category  of  having  several  small  tracts,  we  may 
need  to  reconsider  whether  they  should  be  exempt  because 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  would 
yield 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  need  to  shape  the  rule. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  it  80  acres  or  less  that  qualify?  He's  got  a  60-acre 
tract;  does  he  qualify? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  So  if  he  owns  two  60-acre  tracts 

Mr.  Regula.  No,  but  they  add  them  up;  that's  the  problem. 

Mr.  Frampton,  We  would  try  to  enforce  abuses  by 
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Mr.  Yates.  It  would  have  to  be  an  exact  80  acres? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Or  less. 

Mr.  Regula.  Or  less. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  but  60  acres  is  less. 

Mr.  BUNN.  Cumulative. 

Mr.  Regula.  We've  got  120,  60  here  and  60  there. 

Mr.  BUNN.  Okay,  well,  I  got  an  answer  to  my  question  and  I 

[Laughter.! 

Mr.  Dicks.  Can  you  tell  us  what  it  is?  [Laughter.! 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  answer  to  the  question  is  it  is  cumulative. 
If  you  own  120  acres  in  three  40-  acre  tracts  within  that  area,  as 
the  proposed  rule  was  published,  you  would  not  be  exempt. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay,  and  I 

Mr.  Frampton.  However,  you  couldn't  transfer  it  after  the  date 
of  the  proposed  rule.  That's  an  obvious  abuse  by  splitting  up  your 
land.  However,  if  that  kind  of  a  situation  arises,  and  biologically 
it's  sensible  to  exempt  the  person  who  has  a  number  of  small  tracts 
cumulative  over  80  acres,  then  we  may  want  to  look  at  reshaping 
the  final  rule. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay,  thank  you. 

Now  under  this  whole  question,  this  is  under  the  4(d)  which  ap- 
plies to  Washington  and  northern  California,  but  not  to  Oregon;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Bunn.  Okay.  What  kind  of  progress  are  we  making  on  apply- 
ing the  Oregon  Forest  Practices  Act  or  some  other  criteria  to  Or- 
egon? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  very  much  wanted  to  do  a  4(d)  rule  for  Or- 
egon. The  delegation  insisted  that  we  not. 

Mr.  Bunn.  Well,  okay.  So 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  delegation  and  the  governor  wanted  to  try 
to  develop  an  Oregon-specific  version  of  a  rule  that  would  provide 
relief  to  private  landowners  in  Oregon.  So  we  are,  you  know,  very 
eager  to  work  with  the  State  of  Oregon  to  have  a  rule  that  applies 
to  Oregon,  and  we  were  prepared  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Bunn.  Okay,  Oregon  has  made  a  specific  request,  as  I  under- 
stand it.  How  close  are  we  to  adopting  that? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Oregon  has  made  no  specific  request  that  I'm 
aware  of. 

Mr.  Bunn.  Okay.  Isn't  it  that  Oregon's  Forest  Practices  Act  be 
allowed  to  be  the  functioning  rule? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  am  not  aware  of  that  as  a  specific  request,  and 
I  very  much  doubt  that  that  would  be  adequate — The  Oregon  For- 
est Practices  Act  is  not  specifically  designed  to  deal  with  the  owl 
needs  remaining  on  private  land  after  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
provides  for  substantial  protection  on  public  land.  So  the  two  prob- 
ably don't  mesh. 

jobs-in-the-woods  program 

Mr.  Bunn.  Okay,  I'll  come  back  to  this  because  I  think  I'm  going 
to  run  out  of  time,  but  I  had  two  other  questions  I  wanted  to  ask. 

The  money  allocated  to  Fish  and  Wildlife  under  the  Northwest 
Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  is  to  provide  local  employment  for 
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dislocated  forest  workers.  How  is  that  going  and  how  many  dis- 
located worker  jobs  are  expected  to  be  created  in  1995? 

Ms.  Beattie.  In  1995,  it  would  be  165  or  so.  In  1996,  we're  re- 
questing funds  for  188.  Now  that's  just  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice, and  we  are  the  minor  player  relative  to  the  contributions  to  the 
program  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest 
Service.  We're  really  quite  small.  Our  advantage  is  that  we  can 
work  on  private  lands,  which  only  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  have  the  authority  to  do.  So  we  add  something 
in  terms  of  scope,  although  not  a  lot  in  terms  of  jobs. 

We  call  it  our  Jobs-in-the-Woods  Program.  We  believe  it's  going 
quite  well.  It's  a  very  nice  partnership  between  reducing  unemploy- 
ment and  increasing  restoration  for  clean  water,  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat. 

DUSKY  CANADA  GEESE 

Mr.  BUNN.  Okay.  The  last  question — and  if  there's  any  time  left, 
I  want  to  come  back  to  Oregon  and  4(d) — the  Canadian  Goose  pop- 
ulation, we  have  a  subspecies,  I  believe,  that  has,  because  of  habi- 
tat loss  in  Canada  and  some  natural  disasters  in  Alaska,  has  forced 
hunting  restrictions  on  all  Canadian  geese.  Now  it's  causing  real 
problems  for  Oregon  farmers. 

What  is  the  ongoing  approach  to  dealing  with  that?  And  the  pop- 
ulation continues  to  dwindle  while  overall  Canadian  geese  popu- 
lations are  skyrocketing.  Is 

Ms.  Beattie.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  refer  that  to  the  Deputy  Di- 
rector? 

Mr.  Smith.  The  issue  is  being  addressed  by  the  Pacific  Flyway 
Councils  which  are  made  up  of  State  representatives  and  the  Fed- 
eral Government  Regulations  are  being  adopted  or  discussed  on 
ways  to  harvest  the  unprotected  species.  There  is  a  problem  with 
look-alikes.  To  date,  I  don't  think  they  have  a  resolution  for  the 
issue  that  you  brought  up. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay.  So  I  just  need  to  report  to  the  farmers  that  I 
represent  that 

Mr.  Smith.  They  should  deal  with  their  State  representatives  on 
the  Pacific  Flyway  Councils,  the  State  fish  and  game  people. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay,  but  we  have  no  relief  in  sight  right  now? 

Mr.  Smith.  The  relief  will  have  to  be  in  regulations,  and,  as  far 
as  I  know,  this  year  they  did  not  get  the  relief  that  the  farmers 
want. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Am  I  out  of  time? 

Mr.  Regula.  Well 

Mr.  BuNN.  That's  fine. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  I  think  we'll  come  back  around. 

Mr.  BuNN.  Okay. 

Mr.  Regula.  Because  you  probably  want  to  get  into  some  exten- 
sive discussion  on  4(d). 

Mr.  Skaggs. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I'm  not  sure  I  was  next  as  far  as  arrivals,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  you're  on  the  list. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Great.  Thanks. 

Mr.  Skeen.  You're  a  nice  guy.  [Laughter.] 
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ENDANGERED  SPECIES  FUNDING — PROPOSED  RESCISSION 

Mr.  Skaggs.  In  the  rescission  bill  that  we  marked  up  yesterday, 
we  made  a  distinction  between  listing  and  recovery  efforts  and  pro- 
vided that  the  proposed  rescission  apply  only  to  the  listing  phase 
of  things.  Is  that  a  good  judgment  for  us  to  have  made,  assuming 
that  you  need  to  suffer  some  in  the  endangered  species  program? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  that's  a  very  hard  question  to  an- 
swer, without  having  seen  the  bill  itself  yet.  First  of  all,  there's  a 
question  for  us  on  whether  or  not  that  would  constitute  or  neces- 
sitate an  exemption  from  the  various  lawsuits  requiring  us  to  list 
various  species.  And  if  that  rescission  comes  in  conflict  with  our 
ability  to  list  under  court  order,  we're  not  sure  how  we  adjust  for 
that. 

The  list 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Could  you  just  spin  that  out  in  a  little  more  detail? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Sure. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  think  I  understand,  but 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  have  a  number  of  court  orders  on  listings,  re- 
garding a  number  of  species  about  which  we've  been  sued  for  not 
listing  them.  The  previous  administration  settled  a  lawsuit  over  a 
slowness  in  listing  that  requires  us  to  list  100  species  a  year  for 
four  years  from  the  category  candidate  list.  So  we  are  under  those 
kinds  of  court  orders,  and  we've  not  yet  had  time,  since  we  learned 
about  the  rescission  yesterday,  to  analyze  whether  or  not  that  $2 
million  reduction  in  listing  would  impact  our  ability  to  respond. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Could  I  respond  to  that  because  I  think  the  re- 
scission of  yesterday  is  an  example  of  the  sort  of  perverse  incen- 
tives that  could  potentially  result  from  the  appropriations  bill. 

What  this  committee  did  was  to  cut  our  money  for  listing  endan- 
gered species  by  50  percent  for  the  second  half  of  the  year.  Now 
if  you  think  that's  going  to  reduce  the  number  of  listings,  it  could; 
but  it  also  could  increase  the  number  of  listings  because  some  of 
that  money  is  allocated  to  delisting. 

Another  consequence  is  that,  given  the  fact  that  we  are  under  a 
court  order  settlement  agreed  to  by 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Mr.  Frampton,  if  I  might  interrupt,  because  you 
may  get  a  refinement  in  the  rescission  in  full  committee  saying  it 
will  be  used  only  for  delisting. 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  other  consequence  here  is  that  since  we  are 
under  a  court  order  to  evaluate  approximately  100  candidates  a 
year,  and  we  have  to  do  that  with  half  the  money,  then  we  may 
be  in  a  position  where  we  simply  have  to  give  less  attention  to  each 
evaluation.  The  attention  that  we  give  to  each  evaluation  of  a  can- 
didate species  is  in  large  part  designed  to  see  if  we  can  avoid  list- 
ing the  species.  So  the  net  result  of  having  half  the  money  may  be 
that  we  list  more  species  and  we  don't  delist  some  species.  And  I'm 
not  predicting  that  that's  going  to  happen.  I  think  that  would  be 
an  unusual  result,  but  it  could  be  an  inevitable  result  of  simply  try- 
ing to  take  money  away  from  the  endangered  species  program. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  is  the  reason  why  the  Western  Governors 
and  the  National  Governors  and  the  State  Fish  and  Game  Agencies 
don't  want  to  gut  the  funding  for  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  be- 
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cause  a  possible  result  is  gridlock,  not  more  relief.  And  this  is  an 
example  of  something  that  could  help  create  gridlock. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  appreciate  the  explanation. 

Mr.  Regula.  I'd  just  point  at  that.  The  total  delistings  to  date 
are  19:  one  in  1994,  and  four  proposed  in  1995.  Now  if  you  need 
a  few  dollars  to  do  those  four,  why,  we'll  make  sure  you  have  it, 
but  I  think  that  the  delisting  issue  and  what  happened  in  the  re- 
scission is  not  quite  as  severe  as  you  might  be  saying,  given  the 
numbers. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Given  the  driving  force  behind  this  rescission  bill — 
I  choose  my  words  carefully — and  assuming  that  there's  some  va- 
lidity there,  which  I  wouldn't  necessarily  but  you  have  to,  what's 
a  better  place  to  do  this,  if  you've  got  to  take  a  hit  in  the  rescis- 
sions process? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  unless  the  Director  wants  to  answer  that 
question  right  now,  I'd  like  to  say  that  we  only  received  these  num- 
bers yesterday  afternoon  and  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to 
work  with  the  Chair  and  both  sides  of  the  committee  to  see  if  we 
could  identify  an  alternative. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  When  are  we  going  to  full  committee;  do  you  know, 
Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Regula.  We  haven't  been  given  any  definite  time.  Staff  ad- 
vises me  that  possibly  a  week  from  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  I  think  we'd  welcome  some  assistance  in  un- 
derstanding both  the  implications  of  what  we  have  done  and  alter- 
natives that  might  be  less  problematic  for  you. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We'll  be  happy  to  provide  that  quickly. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Implications  of  Listing  Rescission  and  Alternatives 

The  primary  purposes  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  (ESA), 
are  to  provide  a  means  whereby  the  ecosystems  upon  wrhich  endangered  species 
and  threatened  species  depend  may  be  conserved,  and  to  provide  a  program  for 
the  conservation  of  such  endangered  and  threatened  species.  Conservation  of 
species,  particularly  those  in  peril,  are  integral  to  the  maintenance  of  healthy 
ecosystems.  Listing  species  initiates  the  protection  of  ESA  which  is  often  the  first 
step  in  restoring  ecosystems  in  peril. 

The  proposed  rescission  of  listing  funds  would  reduce  efforts  in  listing,  delisting, 
reclassification,  experimental  population  and  special  rules.  Experimental 
population  and  special  rules  can  be  very  effective  in  providing  additional 
flexibility  in  administering  the  ESA.  Associated  actions  such  as  conducting 
public  meetings  and  public  education/outreach  efforts  would  be  reduced.  The 
impacts  of  this  rescission  will  compromise  the  Service's  ability  to  meet  existing 
lawsuit  settlement  commitments  as  well  as  increase  the  risk  of  new  litigation. 

The  Service  is  currently  on  schedule  and  meeting  all  commitments  under  a 
court  settlement  agreement  to  make  decisions  on  the  need  to  propose  more  than 
400  candidate  species  by  September  1996  {Fund  For  Animals  eioL,  v.  Manuel 
Lujan;  Civ  No.  92-800  (GAG),  December  15,  1992).  Satisfying  the  listing 
settlement  schedule  involves  a  substantial  work  load.  Impacts  of  the  rescission 
would  continue  through  FY  1996.  ' 

•  There  are  64  court  ordered  deadlines  and  notices  of  intent  to  file  suit 
related  to  listing  species  or  designating  critical  habitat  effecting  over  200 
species. 

•  The  general  public  and  political  interests  in  listing  actions  are 
intensifying,  this  results  in  an  increased  need  for  public  involvement 
(comment  periods  and  public  meetings)  regarding  proposed  listing 
actions. 

•  The  types  of  activities  which  would  be  curtailed  include: 

-  special  rules  reducing  the  impact  to  private  property  owners. 

-  delistings /downlistings 

-  notices  to  the  public  of  administrative  improvements  in  the 
implementation  of  the  Act. 

-  experimental  population  rules 

The  preferred  action  is  no  rescission  in  the  FY  1995  listing  funds.  Any  rescission 
amounts  from  other  endangered  species  program  activities  would  result  in  our 
inability  to  work  toward  the  recovery  of  species  and  would  damage  our  on  going 
grants  program  to  the  States.  Increased  litigation  in  all  areas  could  be  anticipated. 
In  addition  to  the  proposal  to  rescind  listing  funds,  the  current  House  rescission 
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proposal  includes  an  additional  $21.7  n\illion  representing  a  12%  reduction  to 
the  Service's  ongoing  construction  and  land  acquisition  programs.  Any  further 
reductions  in  operational  programs  or  construction  or  land  acquisition  programs 
this  late  in  the  fiscal  year  would  affect  federal  contract  commitments  or  may 
result  in  employment  termination  costs. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  want  him  to  yield? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I'll  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  I  just  would  say  I'd  be  delighted  to  work  on 
that.  I  think  that  Mr.  Yates — I  had  offered  the  amendment,  and  he 
certainly  doesn't  want  to  do  something  that's  going  to  be  harmful. 
We  have  to  take  $2  million,  but  if  there's  a  better  way  to  do  it,  I'm 
sure  we'd  all  be  interested  to  know  what  that  is. 

Thank  you. 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Yesterday's  Washington  Post  carried  a  story  related 
primarily,  I  think,  to  BLM  lands,  having  to  do  with  law  enforce- 
ment confrontations  that  are  imminent  in  the  West.  Have  Fish  and 
Wildlife  law  enforcement  personnel  or  managers  been  faced  with 
anything  comparable  to  that  in  any  area  of  the  country,  for  that 
matter? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  have  had  one  confrontation  in  the  last  year 
over  a  disagreement  on  some  grazing  rights  on  refuge  land. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So  this  is  not  something  that's  systemic  as  far  as 
your  lands  are  concerned? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  It  does  lead  me  to  a  question  about  Fish  and  Wild- 
life law  enforcement  activities  generally.  We  have  substantially  in- 
creased appropriations  in  those  areas  the  last  two  Fiscal  Years.  I'm 
just  wondering  what  you  can  tell  us  about  the  results  of  those  addi- 
tional funds  and  how,  if  you  will,  prevention  compares  to  cleanup 
and  some  of  the  contamination  prevention  enforcement  efforts  that 
you've  been  involved  with. 

Ms.  Beattie.  You  moved  from  law  enforcement  on  refuges  to  con- 
taminant enforcement,  Mr.  Congressman? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  in  a  sense,  yes.  One  of  the  things,  for  in- 
stance, that  drove  this  was  the  Summitville  Mine  spill  in  Colorado, 
which  posed  a  real  threat  to  wildlife,  and  the  need  for  your  law  en- 
forcement people  to  get  into  mining  activities,  drilling  activities,  to 
deal  with  violations  that  can  have  wildlife  harming  consequences. 
We've  given  you  some  additional  funds  for  that.  What  successes  are 
you  having  in  dealing  with  these  risks? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  can't  give  any  numbers  at  the  mo- 
ment. I'd  be  happy  to  provide  a  report  on  that. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  If  you  could  elaborate  on  that  for  the  record 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skaggs  [continuing].  That  would  be  great. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'd  be  happy  to. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Contaminants  Law  Enforcement 

In  response  to  declining  migratory  bird  populations,  the  Service  has  intensified 
its  efforts  to  bring  industries  and  private  individuals  responsible  for  the  unlawful 
take  of  migratory  birds  into  compliance  with  Federal  wildlife  protection  statutes. 
In  FY  1994,  $610,000  was  appropriated  for  contaminants  law  enforcement 
activities.  In  FY  1995,  an  additional  $140,000  was  requested  and  appropriated, 
for  a  total  of  $750,000  for  these  activities. 

In  1994  special  emphasis  was  placed  on  abating  the  take  of  migratory  birds  that 
perish  as  a  result  of  exposure  to  industrial  chemicals,  agricultural  pesticides,  oil 
sludges,  and  other  environmental  contaminants.  Research  has  identified  several 
problem  industries  that  cause  most  of  the  bird  mortalities.  These  include  but  are 
not  limited  to:  l)the  oil  and  gas  producfion  and  refining  industry  that  is 
estimated  to  kill  over  one  half  million  birds  a  year  in  Colorado,  New  Mexico, 
Oklahoma,  and  Texas  alone;  2)  many  of  the  over  11,000  cattle  ranchers  and  sheep 
producers  who  hold  Federal  lands  grazing  permits  who  intenrionally  poison 
eagles,  hawks,  other  raptors,  and  predators  with  pesticides;  3)  the  agricultural 
chemical  industry  responsible  for  a  high  percentage  of  bird  mortalities  resulting 
from  the  application  of  agricultural  pesticides  on  crops;  4)  the  cyanide  heap 
leach  gold  mining  industry  that  kills  numerous  birds  that  land  and  drink  from 
open  cyanide  solution  ponds. 

Special  Agents  have  pursued  cases  against  members  of  the  above  listed 
industries  who  unlawfully  killed  migratory  birds.  Emphasis  was  placed  on 
generating  voluntary  compliance  with  Federal  wildlife  statutes. 

During  1994,  Rocky  Mountain  Region  Special  Agents  investigated  42  cases 
involving  the  poisoning  of  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  these  cases  appeared 
to  involve  ranchers  intentionally  misusing  pesticides  to  kill  predators  and  eagles. 
During  1994, 37  bald  eagles  and  33  golden  eagles  were  confirmed  killed  by  the 
intentional  misuse  of  toxic  chemicals. 

Rocky  Mountain  Region  Special  Agents  also  investigated  38  cases  that  involved 
migratory  bird  mortalities  in  open  oil  pits.  In  addition  to  the  cases  that  included 
a  criminal  enforcement  action,  approximately  356  compliance  checks  were 
performed  by  Special  Agents  in  the  field. 

Five  cases  involving  migratory  bird  mortalities  at  cyanide  heap  leach  gold  mines 
were  investigated  and  $20,000  in  fines  were  collected.  Additionally,  the  agents 
conducted  19  compliance  checks  and  are  engaged  in  one  Grand  Jury 
investigation  of  a  heap  leach  gold  mining  operation. 

Seven  investigations  were  initiated  into  new  areas  previously  suspected  of 
causing  wildlife  mortalities.  These  include  bird  deaths  resulting  from  contact 
with  sulfuric  acid  used  to  leach  copper  at  copper  mines,  bird  mortalities 
occurring  at  potash  and  soda  ash  mines,  and  bird  losses  occurring  at  electric 
power  plants  resulting  from  exposure  to  high  sodium  levels  in  cooling  ponds. 
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WOLF  REINTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Wolf  recovery,  you're  going  to  be  undertaking  a  revi- 
sion of  the  Northern  Rockies  Recovery  Plan  at  some  point;  is  that 
correct? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  believe  that's  true.  As  you  know,  we  just  com- 
pleted the  study  that  the  Congress  instructed  us  to  do. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  We've  completed  the  study  both  as  to  habitat  and 
public  attitudes  in  Colorado.  Is  that  the  predicate  for  at  least  look- 
ing at  Colorado  habitat  at  such  time  as  the  overall  wolf  recovery 
plan  undergoes  revision,  which  I  understand  is  to  happen  sometime 
in  the  next  year? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes.  I'm  not  really  clear,  Congressman.  We  have 
completed  the  report.  We  are,  as  you  know,  still  involved  in  the  re- 
introduction  in  Yellowstone  and  Idaho.  At  the  moment,  I  don't  be- 
lieve we  have  any  plans  to  discuss  reintroduction  into  Colorado. 
We've  completed  the  public  attitude  survey  that  we  were  instructed 
to  have  done,  and  it  showed  that  70  percent  of  Coloradans  were  in 
favor.  There  is  certainly  some  concern,  as  there  is  everywhere.  The 
other  study  showed  that  there  were  seven  areas  in  Colorado  that 
had  adequate  habitat,  and  that's  what  we  know  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  if  you  can,  again,  just  get  back  to  me — it 
needn't  be  for  the  record — about  your  plans  to  consider  other  areas 
for  reintroduction  at  such  time  as  the  overall  recovery  plan  under- 
goes revision. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Plans  to  Consider  Other  Areas  for  Wolf  Reintroduction 

The  Service  is  hoping  to  initiate  an  update  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Gray  Wolf  Re- 
covery Plan  beginning  sometime  in  1995.  Because  of  the  extensive  public  involve- 
ment process,  it  is  estimated  that  a  revision  will  take  about  two  years  to  complete. 
Biologically,  the  Service  believes  it  is  better  to  look  at  a  recovery  plan  for  the  gray 
wolf  that  covers  the  western  and  northwestern  United  States,  including  Colorado. 
As  part  of  the  planned  update,  the  Service  proposes  to  consider  including  other 
States  in  the  review  because  there  are  naturally  occurring  wolves  in  some  states, 
such  as  Washington  and  North  Dakota,  that  are  not  covered  by  a  recovery  plan  at 
this  time.  The  State  of  Washington  for  example,  has  expressed  an  interest  in  recov- 
ering the  wolf  and  has  proposed  doing  their  own  plan. 

The  Service  intends  that  the  recovery  targets  found  in  the  existing  plan  will  not 
change;  therefore,  recovery  and  delisting  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  gray  wolf  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  will  occur  when  there  are  3  populations  of  10  breeding 
pairs  for  3  consecutive  years.  The  Service's  recovery  focus  is  presently  on  three 
areas — Yellowstone,  central  Idaho,  and  northwestern  Montana.  If,  however,  other 
States  want  to  start  wolf  recovery  in  their  areas,  the  populations  established  would 
count  toward  the  established  recovery  goals  and  any  new  populations  established  by 
those  states  would  not  be  required  to  meet  the  recovery  goals  for  delisting.  For  these 
areas,  the  Service  would  not  lead  the  recovery  effort,  but  would  assist  any  State 
that  expressed  an  intent  to  recover  wolves. 

The  recovery  plan  update  will  involve  extensive  input  from  State  agencies.  Gov- 
ernor's offices  and  the  public.  The  Service  will  meet  the  Secretary's  new  policy  on 
recovery  planning  which  provides  opportunities  for  participation  by  States  and  af- 
fected parties  to  influence  species  recovery  actions  on  local  resources  and  land  uses. 

HATCHERY  DISEASES 

Mr.  Skaggs.  There  has  also  been  recent,  I  guess,  television  cov- 
erage of  some  disease  problems  associated  with  fishery  hatchery 
operations  in  the  West.  What  are  we  doing  to  get  on  top  of  that 
issue? 

Ms.  Beattie.  You're  referring  to  the  whirling  disease  issue? 
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Mr.  Skaggs.  Yes.  I'm  sorry. 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  trout  problem?  We  are  working  closely  with 
the  involved  States  to  see — I'm  not  sure  that  the  origin  of  the  dis- 
ease in  those  systems  has  yet  been  determined.  It  is  certainly  an 
insidious  and  fearful  problem. 

Gary  Edwards,  Assistant  Director  of  Fisheries,  do  you  have  any 
further  report  on  the  whirling  disease  effort? 

Mr.  Edwards.  Through  our  fish  health  lab  in  Colorado  and  Tech- 
nology Center  in  Montana  we  have  been  working  with  the  States. 
As  the  Director  had  indicated,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  that  the 
parasite  spread  through  hatchery  fish.  In  fact,  I  believe  up  in  the 
Madison  River,  Montana,  where  it  has  shown  up,  to  my  knowledge, 
there  has  not  been  hatchery  fish  stocked.  It's  a  parasite  that  can 
be  spread  by  birds  and  other  ways.  So  we  have  been  working  close- 
ly 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But  the  story  I  saw  certainly  left  the  impression 
that  it  was  likely  caused  by  hatchery  activities,  and  your  evidence 
is  to  the  contrary? 

Mr.  Edwards.  I'm  assuming  you  might  be  referring  to  the  NBC 
news  story. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  forget  where  I  saw  it.  It  was  one  of  those  things 
that  sticks. 

Mr.  Edwards.  NBC  ran  a  segment  on  it.  I  think  one  of  our  posi- 
tions has  been  that  the  jury  is  still  out  whether,  in  fact,  Whirling 
Disease  is  causing  the  problem  that  is  being  suggested.  There  has 
not  been  any  historic  evidence  of  Whirling  Disease  causing  prob- 
lems in  the  wild  or  any  associated  with  hatchery  stocked  fish.  It's 
been  much  more  confined.  And,  to  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  direct 
evidence  that  the  spread  out  there  has  come  from  a  hatchery. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mrs.  Vucanovich. 

NEVADA 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  was  just  going  to  ask  the  Director — do  you  plan  on  listing  any 
species  in  Nevada  during  this  coming  year?  Or  are  you  aware  of 
any  that  you'd  be  doing  this  year? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  aware  of  a  potential  delisting  in  Nevada  this 
year,  but  I 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  That's  good  news.  Tell  me  about  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  cui-ui  fish  which 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  My  goodness. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we're  doing  quite  well  on  that.  And  I'm  not 
sure  if  the — does  the  cutthroat  occur  in  Nevada?  That's  headed  for 
delisting  as  well. 

Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Well,  that's  interesting. 

Ms.  Beattie.  And  we  have  greenback  cutthroat  trout,  which  are 
in  your  State,  Congressman  Skaggs,  and  hope  to  continue  our  work 
on  the  eagle,  and  maybe  delist  the  peregrine  falcon  as  well.  So  we 
have  a  lot  of  exciting  news. 

Now  let  me  see  about  listings  in  Nevada. 

Ms.  Clark.  I  was  trying  to  think  of  them,  but  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  proposals  in  the  hopper,  so  to  speak,  for  this  Fiscal  Year, 
but  I  can  check  that  out  and  get  back  to  you. 
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Mrs.  VuCANOViCH.  Okay,  that  would  be  fine. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Possible  Listings  in  Nevada 

In  December  1992,  the  Service  reached  an  out-of-court  settlement  with  the  Fund 
for  Animals,  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  In  Defense  of  Endangered  Species,  and  other  in- 
dividuals to  reduce  the  backlog  of  plants  and  animals  awaiting  listing  decisions 
under  the  Act.  Under  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  the  Service  agreed  to  decide 
whether  to  propose  approximately  400  category  1  candidate  plants  and  animals  by 
September  30,  1996.  Category  1  candidate  species  are  those  for  which  the  best  sci- 
entific information  available  supports  proposing  to  list  them  as  threatened  or  endan- 
gered. Nevada  currently  has  14  category  1  candidate  species.  Also,  two  species,  the 
Virgin  spinedace  and  Sodaville  milk-vetch  have  been  proposed  for  listing. 

The  Service  received  a  petition  to  list  the  bull  trout,  Salvelinus  confluentus,  one 
of  the  category  1  candidate  species  occurring  in  Nevada,  and  determined  that  listing 
was  warranted,  but  precluded  by  other  listings  of  higher  priority.  The  Service  will 
continue  to  review  the  status,  listing  priority  and  the  success  of  ongoing  conserva- 
tion efforts  for  this  species  to  determine  whether  or  not  to  prepare  a  proposal  to  list 
the  bull  trout. 

On  September  21,  1994,  the  Service  received  a  petition  to  list  the  Amargosa  toad, 
Bufo  nelsoni,  another  category  1  species  in  Nevada,  as  endangered.  The  Service  is 
currently  reviewing  the  petition  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  presents  substantial 
information  indicating  that  the  requested  action  may  be  warranted.  The  result  of 
this  review  will  determine  whether  or  not  the  Service  may  ultimately  prepare  a  pro- 
posal to  list  the  Amargosa  toad. 

Mrs.  VuCANOVlCH.  I  have  some  other  Nevada-specific  questions 
and  I'll  submit  them  for  the  record  because  I  don't  want 

Ms.  Beattie.  We'd  be  happy  to  answer  them  quickly. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Yes,  that  would  be  fine,  yes. 

Ms.  Clark.  As  one  point  of  clarification,  on  some  of  the  species 
that  the  Director  has  been  referring  to  we  are  anticipating  reclassi- 
fication to  threatened  as  opposed  to  a  complete  delisting. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  sorry,  I  need  to  clarify  that.  We  use  our 
delisting  money  for  reclassification,  which  is  going  from  endan- 
gered to  threatened,  and  we  also  use  it  to  take  things  off  the  list. 
But  I  was  using  that  too  generally. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Can  you  give  me  some  more  specifics  on  that? 
And  that's  all  the  questions  I  have. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Possible  Reclassification/Delistings  in  Nevada 

The  Service  was  evaluating  the  status  of  the  Pahrump  poolfish  Empetrichthys 
latos  for  possible  reclassification  from  endangered  to  threatened  in  FY  1995,  but  the 
action  is  currently  on  hold  due  to  recently  identified  threats  to  surface  and  ground 
water  that  provide  habitat  for  the  species.  The  Service  is  evaluating  reclassifying 
the  cuiui,  Chasmistes  cujus,  from  endangered  to  threatened  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Will  the  gentlelady  yield  on 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Sure,  I'd  be  happy  to. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  assume  that  there  may  be  a  connection — if  there 
is,  I'd  just  be  interested  in  it — between  those  decisions  and  the 
work  done  by  National  Biological  Service.  Have  we  started  to  see 
an  interplay  with  the  science  coming  out  of  NBS  and  your  listing 
decisions? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we  have.  They  are  of  tremendous  use.  They 
give  us  a  peer  review.  They  produce  data  for  us.  They  have  been 
extremely  helpful,  especially  on  these  delisting  and  listing  issues. 
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Mr.  Skaggs.  If  you  could  elaborate  on  that  relationship  between 
the  science  you're  getting  out  of  NBS  and  delistings,  in  particular, 
for  the  record,  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  us. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'd  be  happy 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  thank  the  gentlelady  for  yielding. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Do  you  want  that  in  writing? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Information  Provided  by  the  National  Biological  Service 

Information  provided  by  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  is  of  tremendous 
value  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  listing  and  delisting  decisions.  The  Service 
has  two  sets  of  active  candidates;  one  group  (Category  1)  has  sufficient  information 
available  to  conclude  that  listing  as  endangered  or  threatened  is  warranted,  and  the 
other  (Category  2)  needs  additional  investigation  before  a  judgment  can  be  made  as 
to  the  appropriateness  of  listing.  This  latter  group  presently  numbers  about  3,700 
species;  the  former  numbers  about  310.  Based  upon  past  experience,  a  large  propor- 
tion of  the  Category  2  species  can  be  expected  to  be  dropped  from  further  consider- 
ation for  listing  after  further  information  has  been  gathered.  The  Service  obtains 
much  of  the  necessary  scientific  information  on  these  Category  2  species  from  field 
surveys  contracted  to  experts  in  the  appropriate  field  of  biology.  These  studies  may 
be  conducted  by  the  Service  or  NBS;  the  Service  retains  all  decision  authority  on 
whether  or  not  to  list  a  species. 

The  Service  bases  decisions  to  delist  species  primarily  on  information  showing 
that  population  status  has  improved  and  that  threats  cited  in  the  listing  rule  have 
been  alleviated.  The  information  needed  to  make  these  decisions,  particularly  status 
surveys  and  population  monitoring,  is  precisely  what  NBS  is  charged  with  provid- 
ing. For  example,  the  NBS  played  an  integral  part  in  our  recent  decision  to  reclas- 
sify the  bald  eagle  from  endangered  to  threatened  by  helping  to  document  that 
threats  from  contaminant  loading  have  (diminished  and  that  population  numbers 
have  rebounded.  NBS  and  its  precursor,  the  Research  program  of  Fish  and  Wildlife, 
have  also  been  extremely  important  contributors  in  technology  development  for  re- 
covery of  endangered  species  such  as  developing  techniques  for  raising  endangered 
species  in  captivity,  banking  seeds  and  gametes,  and  using  geographic  information 
systems  to  monitor  and  project  the  effects  of  changing  land  uses. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Thank  you.  That's  all  my  questions. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Nethercutt. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  welcome  to  all  the  witnesses. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you. 

DUCK  HUNTING  SEASON 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'm  sorry  I  missed  your  testimony.  I've  had  a 
chance  to  look  at  it  last  night  and  this  morning,  though. 

Last  Thursday  the  Washington  Post  ran  a  story,  essentially,  stat- 
ing that  if  the  regulatory  reform  moratorium  bill  was  enacted — 
we're  going  to  take  that  up  today — and  would  become  law,  that  the 
duck  hunting  season  would  be  cancelled.  That  measure,  I  assume 
you  realize — or  I'd  be  interested  in  your  response — exempts  this 
kind  of  regulation.  I'm  wondering  what  authority  was  given  to  the 
spokesman  or  spokeswoman,  whoever  it  was,  who  had  that  story 
and  that  discussion  with  the  reporter  which,  in  my  judgment, 
seems  to  be  raising  perhaps  scare  tactics  against  the  bill  to  engen- 
der public  opinion  against  the  bill  on  an  emotional  basis. 

Would  you  agree.  No.  1?  And,  No.  2,  who  did  it?  And,  No.  3,  do 
you  agree  with  the  statement  that  appeared  in  the  paper  about 
cancelling,  the  need  to  cancel  the  duck  season? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  the  review  of  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion, was  conducted  by  our  attorneys.  It  was  our  attorneys  who  told 
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us  that  the  migratory  bird  regulations  do  not  fit  the  exemptions  in 
the  law,  that  they  are  not  routine  administrative  functions,  they 
are  not  a  granting  of  a  license,  and  they  are  not  other  actions  re- 
lieving a  restriction,  and  they  gave  us  a  detailed  opinion  on  that. 
So  it  remains  our  opinion  that  under  the  law,  with  the  guidance 
of  our  attorneys,  the  migratory  bird  season  would  be  in  abeyance. 

In  addition,  the  cost-benefit  analysis  required  for  new  regulations 
are  probably  too  lengthy  for  us  to  get  done  between  the  time  we 
get  the  annual  migratory  bird  survey  data  on  which  we  base  the 
regulations  and  the  time  the  hunting  season  opens.  So  in  either 
case,  we  do  not  see  an  exemption  for  the  migratory  bird  regula- 
tions. We  see  trouble  for  the  migratory  bird  hunting  season. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Are  you  aware  that  Congressman  Mcintosh, 
who  really  is  the  sponsor  of  the  bill,  wrote  a  letter  to  Secretary 
Babbitt,  dated  February  21,  1995,  commenting  about  that  Post  ar- 
ticle, essentially  saying  that  the  result  that  you  testify  about  and 
that  the  article  testified  about  is  just  simply  not  true?  And  he  goes 
on  to  say, 

The  regulatory  moratorium  will  not  prevent  sportsmen  from  enjoying  their  hunt- 
ing season.  There  are  at  least  two  provisions  in  Section  6(4)  of  the  bill  that  permit 
the  promulgation  of  hunting  season  regulations.  Section  6(4)  excludes  from  the  defi- 
nition of  a  rule,  and  thus  from  the  moratorium,  "the  granting  of  an  application  for 
a  license  or  similar  authority"  and  "other  action  of  relieving  a  restriction." 

He  says, 

I  also  invite  your  attention  to  the  definition  of  license,  which  means  an  agency 
statutory  exemption.  This  fits  the  situation  in  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
promulgates  hunting  season  regulations  that  serve  as  exemptions  from  the  general 
statutory  prohibitions  contained  in  the  Migratory  Birds  Treaty  Act. 

Are  you  aware  of  that  letter? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  not  aware  of  the  letter,  Congressman,  but  our 
opinion  does  address  that  part  of  the  law  directly.  I've  not  seen  the 
letter,  but  our  opinion  does  analyze  that  phrase  in  Section  6(4)  that 
refers  to  the  granting  of  a  license.  It  concludes  that,  for  migratory 
bird  hunting  regulations,  no  application  is  ever  made  to  the  Sec- 
retary, nor  is  any  license  or  registration  subsequently  granted,  and, 
therefore,  the  opinion  says  that  the  exemption,  on  the  face  of  it, 
does  not  cover  migratory  birds. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Even  in  light  of  the  explanation  by  the  author 
of  the  bill  that  it  would  not  apply,  you're  still — your  lawyers  are 
still  concluding  that,  that  it  prevents  the  season? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  do  not  know  if  they've  reviewed  that  letter.  Con- 
gressman. I  have  not  seen  the  letter. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Assuming — assume  that  what  I'm  saying  to 
you  is  correct  and  that  there  is  a  letter  and  that  there  is  an  inter- 
pretation by  the  author  of  the  bill  that  disagrees  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  was  reached  by  your  spokesman.  Would  that  give  you  any 
peace  of  mind  such  that  you  could  try  to  alleviate  in  the  public's 
mind  this  fear  that  seems  to  have  been  generated  by  your  agency 
and  the  spokesman  who  made  the  statement? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  do  know  that  migratory  bird  hunt- 
ing regulations  are  very  controversial.  They  are  very  much  vulner- 
able to  lawsuit,  and  to  the  extent  that  a  letter  from  the  author  of 
the  bill  would  protect  the  migratory  hunting  regulations  from  that 
vulnerability,  I  cannot  speak. 
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Mr.  Skaggs.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  on  that? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Surely. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  believe  the  gentleman  has  practiced  law  at  one 
point,  as  I  did.  I  think  there  is  a  real  difficulty  in  using  legislative 
intent  expressed  in  a  letter  or  even  by  the  author  if  it  contradicts 
or  doesn't  address  what  is  otherwise  an  ambiguity  in  the  statutory 
language.  And  I'm  not  sure  if  this  is  really  something  pointing  at 
an  ambiguity  as  opposed  to  a  fairly  straightforward  interpretation 
of  the  language. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I  guess  perceptions  differ 
as  to  what's  an  ambiguity  and  what  isn't.  And  it  seems  that  you 
folks  in  the  agency,  with  all  due  respect  to  you,  seem  to  be  inter- 
preting it  in  a  way  other  than  was  intended,  and  that  has  been 
verified,  at  least  on  this  side,  that 

DUCK  HUNTING  SEASON— REGULATORY  REFORM  MORATORIUM 

Mr.  Frampton.  If  I  could  respond.  Congressman,  I  think  ulti- 
mately we  would  have  to  take  the  advice  of  our  lawyers  and  the 
Justice  Department  and  0MB  on  this.  But,  regardless  of  how  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  interpreted  the  provision,  given  the  sort 
of  complicated  real-time  nature  of  the  way  that  these  regulations 
are  promulgated  to  permit  the  States  to  set  the  season  and  the  bag 
limits,  and  given  the  ambiguity  in  the  statute,  it  seems  to  me  very 
likely  that  anti-hunting  groups  would  certainly  want  to  use  this  as 
an  opportunity  to  shut  down  the  hunting  season  across  the  country. 
And  even  if  our  lawyers  took  the  position  that  we  could  move  for- 
ward with  this  under  the  regulatory  moratorium  as  currently  fash- 
ioned, the  chances  are  that  we  would  get  sued  by  anti-hunting 
groups,  and  if  a  Federal  judge  disagreed,  there  wouldn't  be  any 
hunting  season.  I  think  it's  hard  for  us  to  give  you  reassurance, 
whatever  our  lawyers  tell  us,  that  this  isn't  going  to  be  the  end  of 
duck  hunting  for  a  couple  of  years. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Wouldn't  you  agree  that  the  sort  of  gratuitous 
interpretation  that's  surfaced  now  in  the  press  feeds  that  element 
in  society  who  would — who  might  not  otherwise  have  filed  a  law- 
suit with  this  interpretation,  now  has  a  basis  for  filing  a  lawsuit? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  it's  not  gratuitous;  it's  what  our  lawyers 
tell  us. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  No,  I'm  talking  about  the  gratuitous  nature  of 
the  report.  I  mean,  who  initiated  the  report  to  the  paper  about  this 
interpretation  of  this  particular  measure;  do  you  know?  Was  it  gen- 
erated by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  or  was  it  generated  by  The 
Washington  Post?  Does  anybody  know? 

Mr.  Smith.  Sure. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  What's  the  answer? 

Mr.  Smith.  It's  the  agency's  responsibility. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Did  the  agency  call  The  Post  and  advise  them 
that  this  was 

Mr.  Smith.  A  representative  of  the  agency  talked  to  a  reporter 
who  called  them. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  You're  sure  of  that? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we  are. 
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Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  in  any  event,  I  hope  we  can  resolve  this 
issue  because  it's — I  guess  it  seems  to  be  something  of  an  emo- 
tional furor  that's  being  caused  here  by  this  narrow  interpreta- 
tion— I  say  narrow  interpretation — of  what  this  bill  really  does. 

Mr.  Frampton.  It  is  clear  that  other  regulations  like  the  4(d) 
rule  could  also  be  jeopardized. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Let  me  ask  one  final  question.  I'm  sorry  I'm 
taking  so  long  here. 

I'm  from  the  Fifth  District  of  Washington,  eastern  Washington 
State.  The  common  question  that  I'm  asked  about  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  and  the  enforcement  of  it  is:  how  can  we  keep  a  bal- 
ance between  protecting  endangered  and  threatened  species  and 
protecting  people  who  are  affected  by  the  act  in  terms  of  jobs  and 
livelihoods  and  industries  and  occupations?  You  know,  I'm  from  a 
forest  timber  area  certainly,  an  agricultural  area,  and  there's  just 
this  great  public  concern  that  I  hear  about  that  says  it's  out  of  bal- 
ance, that  in  our  zeal  to  protect  species,  we're  killing  jobs;  we're 
killing  industries;  we're  killing  communities.  And  I  don't  mean  to 
overstate  it,  but  that's  the  message. 

What  hope  can  you  give  me  or  us  that  there  is,  or  will  be,  bal- 
ance brought  to  this  process  as  you  enforce  or  take  steps  to  enforce 
the  Endangered  Species  Act?  Do  you  understand  my  question?  I 
know  it's  a  broad  question,  but  do  you  get  the  sense  for 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  I'll  start  and  let  the  Assistant  Secretary 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes,  sure. 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  Finish,  and  I'll  start  with  a  little  bit 
of — I  guess  I'll  call  it  philosophy.  But  I  think  the  thing  to  keep  in 
context  about  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  what  a  desperate  law 
it  is.  When  a  species  gets  listed,  we  are  talking  sometimes  about 
no  more  than  a  handful  of  individuals  left;  we  are  talking  about 
species  that  have  lost  90  to  98  percent  of  their  habitat;  we  are 
down  to  a  few  desperate  individuals  and  a  few  pieces  of  habitat 
left.  It  is  a  situation  which  we  would  all  like  to  avoid.  We  regard 
a  listing  of  an  endangered  species  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
as  a  failure,  as  a  failure  of  public  policy,  and  as  a  failure  of  State 
and  local  planning. 

The  best  way  to  bring  balance  back  is  to  get  out  ahead  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  with  conservation  measures  that  prevent  us 
ever  from  getting  to  that  point.  It  took  us  200  years  to  get  some 
of  these  species  into  the  sorry  condition  they're  in  at  the  moment, 
and  it  takes  a  lot  of  money  and  investment  and  a  lot  of  work  to 
get  them  out.  And  sometimes  that  burden  falls  on  workers  and  it 
falls  on  private  landowners. 

We  are  doing  everything  we  can  within  the  law  to  make  it  as 
flexible  as  possible  in  considering  those  kinds  of  social  issues.  We 
are  doing  what  we  can  to  negotiate  settlements,  to  allow  the  States 
to  come  forward  with  conservation  measures,  to  involve  all  parties 
in  recovery  efforts  that  affect  them,  and  allow  them  to  tell  us  how 
we  can  recover  a  species  while  minimizing  social  and  economic  ef- 
fects. We're  doing  everything  we  can. 

That  is  a  slow  process.  We  are  reversing,  basically,  20  years  of 
nonflexible  administration  of  the  act,  which  involved  simply  wait- 
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ing  until  the  species  was  listed,  and  then  coming  down  with  a  ham- 
mer under  Section  9  against  any  harm  to  a  listed  species,  and  that 
was  the  end  of  it.  We  are  now  trying  to  implement  habitat  con- 
servation planning,  and  the  4(d)  rule,  which  are  flexibilities  that 
allow  a  much  more  user-friendly  approach  to  conserving  species. 
That's  what  we  all  want.  We  don't  want  to  list  species.  Everybody 
wants  to  conserve  enough  habitat  so  that  economic  development 
can  take  place,  and  the  species  is  protected.  That  is  our  goal  and 
we've  worked  two  years  out  of  twenty  toward  that  end. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  understand.  Would  you  agree,  though,  that 
there  may  come  a  point — and  I  know  you  have  constraints  of  law, 
but  there  may  come  a  point  where  it's  just  not  economically  fea- 
sible to  protect  or  preserve  or  enhance  a  species?  I  mean,  can  you 
imagine  that  choice  that  might  have  to  be  made  at  some  time  in 
the  future?  And,  therefore,  it's  not  unacceptable  to  go  ahead  and 
say,  you  know,  we  can't  spend  $10  zillion  trying  to  save  a  species 
that  may  not  make  it  anyway.  I  mean,  is  there — I  know  you  wres- 
tle with  that,  but  can  you  see  that? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  guess  I  would  say  we  make  those 
decisions  now  every  day.  I'm  reminded  of  the  hundreds  of  species 
on  the  category  1  candidate  list. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Right. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  pick  and  choose  as  to  which  one  of  those  we're 
going  to  list  relative  to  the  hope  of  recovering  it,  relative  to  the 
threat  of  its  imminent  extinction,  and  relative  to  the  other  protec- 
tions that  might  be  in  place.  So  we  are  literally  doing  triage  every 
single  day  and  saying  the  costs  of  this  are  relative.  We  are  not  ac- 
tually measuring  the  cost,  but  we're  saying  that  the  costs  in  terms 
of  our  scarce  resources  are  relative — I  remind  you  that  the  endan- 
gered species  budget  for  this  country  is  about  what  it  costs  to  pave 
two  miles  of  interstate  highway.  That  is  what  we  have  for  an  entire 
nation.  So  we  have  very  scarce  resources.  We  have  to  pick  and 
choose  very  carefully,  and  I  can  assure  you  that  given  the  threat 
for  a  certain  species  and  given  the  recoverability,  we  may  decide 
that  it  is  not  a  good  place  to  put  our  funds. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'm  speaking  less  of  your  resources  and  more 
of  the  cost,  the  ultimate  cost,  of  protection. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  an  issue  that  comes  up  often,  and  when  we 
think  it  through,  first  of  all,  the  species  that  cost  the  most  to  re- 
cover are  very  often  the  species  the  public  wants  most  to  recover. 

WOLF  REINTRODUCTION  COSTS 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  How  about  the  wolves?  I  mean,  we've  spent 
what,  how  many  million  dollars  to  get  15  wolves  down  from  Can- 
ada? Is  it  $6  million?  Am  I  wrong  on  that? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We've  spent  $5  or  $6  million  not  only  to  get  the 
wolves  down  from  Canada,  but  for  an  entire  20-year  multi-agency 
effort,  including  recovery,  planning,  analysis,  research,  and  at  the 
end,  moving  wolves.  So  the  entire  effort,  from  the  time  it  started 
in  1973  to  date,  has  cost  $5.5  million. 

There  is  overwhelming  public  support  for  the  restoration  of 
wolves  throughout  the  country.  And,  although  not  overwhelming, 
there  remains  majority  support  in  the  States  where  we're  putting 
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them  back.  So  very  often,  the  pubHc  is  not  making  a  cost-benefit 
analysis  of  the  kind  you  want. 

In  addition,  if  you  think  it  through,  it's  a  very  difficult  kind  of 
calculation  to  do.  And  one  of  the  most  controversial  parts  of  the  act 
says  you  shall  list  on  the  basis  of  biology.  It  shall  be  determined, 
with  the  best  available  information,  whether  or  not  this  species  is 
headed  to  the  brink  and  not  consider  what  the  impacts  of  listing 
are.  That's  what  the  law  says.  It  is  very  controversial,  but  if  you 
try  to  think  through  that  cost-benefit  analysis,  you  will  see  that 
we'll  simply  end  up  fighting  over  another  aspect  which  is  that  you 
can  value  impacts  relatively  easily,  but  not  very  comprehensively. 
Can  you  value  benefits  in  a  dollar  amount  that's  going  to  give  you 
any  kind  of  rational  analysis?  There  are  ways  to  do  that,  but  they 
are  of  such  unreliability  that  they  would  cause  a  debate  that  we'd 
be  having  even  longer  than  the  debates  we  have  now. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Then  you  agree  that  the  reintroduction  of  the 
wolves  was  something  that  the  public  wanted?  And  I  think  we've 
lost  one  now,  I  believe,  already. 

Ms.  Beattie.  And  we  predicted  that.  We  predicted  a  loss  of  a 
wolf.  We  also  put  in  place,  I  might  say,  a  rule  that  is  under  threat 
from  the  regulatory  moratorium.  It  is  a  rule  that  allows  ranchers 
and  farmers  to  protect  their  livestock  and  their  private  property 
from  the  depredation  of  wolves,  and  was  formulated  under  the 
flexibility  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  It's  a  special  rule,  and, 
therefore,  would  be  suspended  under  the  regulatory  rollback 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie  [continuing].  And  pulled  in  as  a  special  protec- 
tion  

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes,  I  saw  your  spokesman  commented  about 
that  also. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  I'd  like  to  say  that — well,  there  goes  the  bell.  Two 
of  us  have  a  markup  at  12:30.  You  have  one  quick  question  and 
Norm  has  a  couple.  Maybe  we  can  get  them  in  before  we  go  vote. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I'll  be  very  brief,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  sense  some  chagrin  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Nethercutt  about 

Mr.  Regula.  The  record  will  be  open  until  tomorrow  night  to 
submit  questions. 

DUCK  HUNTING  SEASON — COMMENTS 

Mr.  Skaggs.  This  is  just  a  comment — some  chagrin  on  Mr. 
Nethercutt's  part  about  the  story  about  the  hunting,  the  duck 
hunting  season.  I  just  have  to  say  that  when  we  are,  as  we  are 
now,  engaged  in  a  head-long  process  to  process  very,  very  signifi- 
cant and  complex  legislation  in  a  very  abbreviated  time  frame 
without  the  opportunity  for  adequate  hearings  and  the  opportunity 
for  affected  agencies  to  make  known  both  the  intended  and  the  un- 
intended consequences  of  some  of  what  we're  doing,  we  should  not 
be  surprised  that  some  of  the  reactions  may  not  be  as  fully  in- 
formed as  we  would  wish  in  a  considered,  deliberate  legislative 
process,  which  is  not  what  we  have. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  I  don't  like  to  disagree  with  you,  but  I 
think  we  have  had  a  deliberative  process.  We've  had  hearings. 
We've  had  an  opportunity  for  people  to  have  their  input,  and  I  just 
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have  the  sense  that,  watching  the  news,  we  have  people  from  the 
White  House  saying  that,  you  know,  RepubHcans  want  to  hurt  kids 
and  Httle  babies  and  take  away  lunches  and  the  rest,  and  it's  just 
not  true. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  Mr.  Dicks  because  we're  running  out  of  time 
here. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT — EXTINCTIONS 

Mr.  Dicks.  Yes,  I'll  be  brief. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  raises  a  very  important  question,  and  it's  one 
that's  asked  out  in  the  Northwest  all  the  time.  We've  been  through 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  more  than  any  other  part  of  the  coun- 
try. 

Now  I  think  the  concern,  and  the  reason  why  the  1973  act  which 
was  passed,  the  Dingell-Hatfield  Act,  was  because  people  were  con- 
cerned that  we  were  seeing  an  acceleration  of  the  demise  of  impor- 
tant species.  All  species  are  important,  but  isn't  there  a  concern 
about  the  accelerated  pace  of  extinction  of  species?  After  all,  we're 
a  species.  We're  part  of  this  whole  ecological  system.  Isn't  that 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Congressman,  there  are  statistics  from  evolu- 
tionary biologists  who  estimate  the  enormous  increase  in  human- 
caused  extinctions  over  the  natural  rate  of  extinction,  and  it's  enor- 
mous. It's  a 

Mr.  Dicks.  Can  you  give  us  any  facts,  any  specifics? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  I  could  actually  provide  it  for  the  record.  For 
instance,  Edward  O.  Wilson  has  described  the  rate  of  extinctions 
due  to  natural  causes  and  that  rate  goes  up  by  factors  of  1,000  to 
10,000  due  to  human  activities. 

And  I  think  the  other  important  point,  when  you  say,  "Aren't  we 
a  species,"  is  that  yes,  we  are.  To  think  that  our  own  fate  is  not 
tied  to  the  fate  of  the  ecosystems  around  us  is  certainly  not  a  very 
reliable  view  of  our  own  future.  For  instance,  half  of  the  species  on 
the  list  live  in  or  near  water,  and  their  demise  has  been  caused  by 
water  pollution  or  the  overuse  of  water.  And  if  we  think  that  is  not 
a  threat  to  our  economies,  our  health,  and  our  future  well-  being, 
and  that  these  species  are  not  trying  to  signal  something  to  us  that 
is  of  our  own  self-interest,  then  we  are  extremely  shortsighted. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Accelerated  Pace  of  Extinction  of  Species 

We  know  from  the  study  of  fossils  that  many  species,  and  whole  groups  of  species, 
have  become  extinct  since  life  arose  on  the  planet.  It  is  important,  however,  to  rec- 
ognize that  this  reflects  a  fossil  record  of  several  billion  years  and  that  new  species 
were  arising  at  about  the  same  average  rate  or  a  little  more  quickly  than  species 
were  disappearing  over  this  time. 

In  his  book  The  Diversity  of  Life,  Dr.  Wilson  describes  the  "background"  rate  of 
extinction  derived  from  the  fossil  record  as  approximately  one  species  per  one  mil- 
lion species  per  year.  If  the  number  of  species  on  Earth  is  between  10  million  and 
100  million  (most  estimates  fall  in  this  range),  this  would  mean  that  background 
extinctions  would  amount  to  10  to  100  species  each  year.  Dr.  Wilson  makes  a  very 
conservative  estimate,  however,  that  today  from  rain  forests  alone  there  may  be  an 
annual  loss  on  the  order  of  27,000  species  each  year,  or  3  species  an  hour  on  aver- 
age. His  overall  assessment  is  that  "Human  activity  has  increased  extinction  be- 
tween 1,000  and  10,000  times  over  this  level  in  the  rain  forest  by  reduction  in  area 
alone." 

Extinction  is  a  fact  of  life;  what  is  so  troubling  today  is  the  indication  that  the 
rate  of  species  extinctions  has  accelerated  tremendously  over  the  geologically  short 
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space  of  the  past  century,  so  that  we  are  now  witnessing  a  significant  net  loss  of 
species  diversity  at  a  pace  that  may  be  unequaled  over  the  Earth's  history. 

Mr.  Dicks.  So,  in  essence,  you  know,  we're  part  of  this  eco- 
system, and  we  have  to  make  some  hard  decisions  here.  Now,  as 
I  said,  I  think  this  is  an  important  piece  of  legislation.  I  think  that 
Congress,  frankly,  didn't  fully  appreciate  the  implications  of  this 
when  it  was  enacted  in  1973.  They  didn't  understand  that  you 
could  have  millions  of  acres  of  habitat  set  aside,  for  example,  as  we 
have  had  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  under  a  very  comprehensive 
plan.  So  now  we're  seeing  the  whole  implication. 

That's  why  I  again  go  back  and  suggest  that  we've  got  to  have 
some  ways  to  deal  with  this  affirmatively.  Instead  of  waiting  for 
these  species  to  get  to  be  threatened  or  endangered,  and  where 
they  can  be  listed,  that  we  need  to  work  affirmatively. 

Now  looking  in  your — I  thought  this  magazine  you  have  here  was 
very  good  on  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  it  goes  right  across 
the  country  and  lays  out  the  various  ecosystems.  We  have  all  kinds 
of  Federal  land  all  over  the  country.  Under  option  nine  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  we've  developed,  in  essence,  a  multi-species  plan. 

Are  we  working  on  these  other  Federal  properties  around  the 
country  to  develop  a  multi-species  plan  for  habitat  protection?  Or 
should  we  be  doing  that?  In  other  words,  should  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment take  a  lead  in  developing  these  plans?  We've  waited — this 
was  done  as  a  consequence  of  the  spotted  owl  listing,  but  shouldn't 
we  be  out  there  afiirmatively  working  on  Federal  lands  to  protect 
habitat? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  and  I  would  say  that  we  are  with  quite  a  bit 
of  vigor.  First  of  all,  you  heard  me  mention  before  our  agreement 
on  candidate  conservation,  which  is  a  concerted  and  coordinated  ef- 
fort with  other  Federal  land-  managing  agencies  to  begin  to  think 
about  those  candidate  species  and  to  manage  them  on  a  multi-spe- 
cies basis.  This  is  in  terms  of  the  ongoing  management  of  that 
land,  whether  it  be  for  grazing  or  logging;  and  to  adapt  those  plans 
in  a  way  that  those  candidate  species  never  hit  the  endangered 
species  list.  I  think  that's  a  very  tangible,  active,  proactive  effort 
to  create  multi-species  plans  on  Federal  land  that  will  work  to  keep 
species  off  the  list. 

Mr.  Dicks.  All  right,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay.  Thank  you. 

I  have  just  one  last  comment,  and  that  is,  that  under  the  rules, 
anything  that's  not  authorized  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order  in  an 
appropriation  bill  unless  protected  by  the  Rules  Committee.  Our 
Rules  Committee  has  not  shown  a  great  interest  in  protecting 
items  on  bills.  So  the  reason  I  mention  this,  I  would  urge  you,  if 
possible,  to  talk  with  the  authorizing  committee  of  jurisdiction  in 
attempting  to  get  a  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
because  it  might  potentially  cause  problems  in  the  appropriations 
process.  I  just  want  to  alert  you  to  that. 

PACIFIC  northwest  PROPOSED  RULE — PUBLIC  HEARINGS 

And  one  other  question  on  the  4(d):  do  you  have  public  hearings 
so  that  the  local  folks,  owners,  landowners,  can  come  in  and  say, 
will  you  consider  changing  from  80  to  120,  for  example?  Will  there 
be  hearings  out  in  Oregon,  if  you  propose  a  plan  for  Oregon? 
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Mr.  Frampton.  We  have  a  very  extended  period  of  public  com- 
ment on  a  draft  EIS.  I  don't  know  whether  any  public  hearings 
have  been  scheduled  to  date. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  before  closing  it  out,  there  would  be  public 
hearings;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes.  Okay.  Well,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Dicks.  And  people  can  make  written  comments,  and  do  by 
the  zillions,  you  know. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you  very  much.  This  concludes  the  hearing 
and  we  won't  come  back  this  afternoon. 

[Committee  note. — ^Additional  committee  questions  and  answers 
for  the  record  follow:] 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

Question:  What  reqmrements  have  been  imposed  by  the  Courts  with  respect  to 
a  minimum  nimiber  of  species  to  be  listed? 

Answer  The  Service  is  obligated  to  review  the  need  for  listing  all  443  species 
that  were  classified  as  Category-1  candidates  on  September  1,  1992  as  part  of  the 
settlement  agreement  in  the  Fund  for  Animals  et  al.  v.  Lujan  et  al.  case.  There  are  still  238 
species  covered  by  this  agreement  that  must  be  reviewed  and  processed  by  September 
30,  1996.  (This  includes  38  species  that  were  determined  to  be  category  1  candidate 
species  following  the  original  settlement  agreement.)  The  Service  is  also  under  a  wide 
variety  of  court  orders  and  Notices  of  Intent  related  to  listing  species  or  designating 
critical  habitat.  Addressing  these  legal  challenges  often  consumes  disproportionate 
amounts  of  time  and  resources  in  relation  to  other  listing  actions. 

Question:  How  much  funding  is  required  to  meet  these  targets  in  1995  and 
1996? 

Answer  In  order  to  meet  these  Hsting  targets  the  Service  needs  the  1995  enacted  level 
and  1996  requested  level  of  funding,  $7,999,000  and  $8,157,000,  respectively. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  if  the  Congress  stopped  future  listings 
through  a  moratoria  on  new  regidations  or  through  eliminating  the  appropriations 
for  listing  new  species? 

Answer  A  moratorium  on  the  Service's  ability  to  list  species  affects  the  ability  to 
recognize  and  repair  the  imperiled  ecosystems  and  ultimately  threatens  the  loss  of 
biodiversity  at  the  ecosystem  level.  Listing  species  of  animals  and  plants  that  are 
threatened  with  extinction  is  basic  to  the  endangered  species  program.  It  is  only 
through  listing  that  species  can  be  afforded  the  full  range  of  protective  mechanisms 
available  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

In  addition,  a  moratorium  on  listing  would  increase  the  probability  of  some  species 
becoming  extinct  and  would  probably  result  in  additional  litigation.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (Service)  had  a  goal  of  proposing  171  species  for  listing  in  FY  1995  and 
finalizing  listings  for  another  171  species.  However,  at  the  current  rate  of  work 
accomplished  this  fiscal  year,  the  Service  is  likely  to  complete  110  proposals  for  listing. 
The  protection  afforded  by  listing  would  therefore  be  lost  to  a  large  number  of  species. 
The  proposed  listings  for  1995  would  reduce  the  outstanding  obligation  under  the  Fund 
for  Animals  et  al.  v.  Lujan  et  al  (FFA)  settlement  to  approximately  128  species  in  need  of 
listing  or  reclassification  as  not-warranted  for  listing  by  September  30, 1996. 
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The  Service  is  currently  on  schediJe  and  meeting  all  commitments  under  this  settlement 
agreement.  However,  satisfying  the  settlement  schedule  requires  a  consistent  flow  of 
listing  actions  through  FY  1996.  Any  moratoria  or  elimination  of  appropriations  for  the 
listing  program  element  will  decrease  our  ability  to  process  decisions  on  species 
covered  by  the  FFA  settlement  and  increase  the  likelihood  of  additional  litigation. 
Although  it  would  appear  that  the  Service  could  sustain  small  budget  cuts  and  still 
meet  the  terms  of  the  FFA  agreement,  this  is  misleading  because  the  FFA  settiement  is 
only  one  of  many  judicial  actions  consuming  listing  resources.  There  are  64  court 
ordered  deadlines  and  Notices  of  Intent  related  to  listing  species  or  designating  critical 
habitat.  Addressing  these  legal  challenges  often  consumes  disproportionate  amounts  of 
time  and  resources  in  relation  to  other  listing  actions. 

Question:  Various  interests  have  recommended  eliminating  all  funding  for 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Briefly  describe  the  impact  of  terminating  each  of  the 
endangered  species  activities. 

Answer:  Ecosystem  Conservation:  The  first  stated  purpose  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  (Act),  is  to  conserve  the  ecosystems  used  by  threatened 
and  endangered  species.  A  multitude  of  plant  and  animal  species  comprise  these 
ecosystems,  and  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  the  early  warning  signals  that 
the  ecosystem  is  in  disrepair.  Eliminated  funding  would  halt  the  Service's  ability  to 
recognize  and  repair  the  imperiled  ecosystems.  The  loss  of  biodiversity  at  the 
ecosystem  level  ultimately  effects  the  health  of  the  environment  as  a  whole,  limiting  the 
many  present  and  future  social,  cultural,  medical/pharmaceutical  and  economic 
benefits. 

In  addition,  eliminating  funding  for  the  Endangered  Species  Program  would  have  a 
dramatic  psychological,  social  and  economic  impact  on  more  than  a  thousand  Service 
employees  and  their  families. 

Candidate  Conservation  and  Listing  of  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species:  As  of 
February  28,  1995,  296  species  of  plants  and  animals  were  recognized  as  Category  1 
Candidate  species.  This  means  that  sufficient  scientific  and  commercial  information 
exists  to  warrant  proposing  these  species  as  threatened  or  endangered.  The  Service  has 
entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  other  Federal  Agencies  which  details 
how  the  Federal  family  will  take  aggressive  action  to  reduce  the  threats  to  candidate 
species  affected  by  their  programs.  By  reducing  the  threats  to  candidate  species  these 
agencies  may  alleviate  the  need  to  protect  such  species  through  listing. 

A  lawsuit  settiement  reached  in  December  1992  with  the  Fund  for  Animals  requires  the 
Service  to  resolve  the  listing  status  for  approximately  400  Category  1  Candidate  species 
by  September  30,  1996.  The  disposition  of  238  species  covered  by  the  agreement  is 
outstanding.  Fifty-eight  additional  Category  1  species  have  been  added  since  December 
1992,  bringing  the  total  left  to  296.  Without  funding  reduction,  the  Service  would  not 
be  able  to  comply  with  the  lavysuit  settiement,  nor  resolve  threats  to  candidate  species, 
possibly  precluding  the  need  to  list  them  in  the  future. 
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About  3,700  plant  and  animal  species  are  recognized  as  Category  2  Candidate  species. 
That  is,  the  Service  has  reason  to  believe  that  threatened  or  endangered  status  could  be 
warranted  for  these  spedes  but  lacks  sufficient  information  to  make  a  determination  at 
this  time.  Halted  funding  would  preclude  the  Service  from  making  these 
determinations.  Conservation  measures  for  candidate  species  that  are  in  a  decline  but 
not  yet  listed  would  be  curtailed,  probably  leading  to  the  extinction  of  many  species. 

Under  the  Act,  any  citizen  has  the  right  to  petition  to  have  a  species  listed  or  removed 
from  the  list.  By  law,  the  Service  has  90  days  to  determine  if  the  petition  contains 
substantial  information,  and  if  so,  12  months  to  determine  if  listing  the  species  is 
warranted.  The  Service's  ability  to  respond  to  these  petitions  in  a  timely  manner  would 
be  halted. 

Domestic  and  Foreign  Recovery  Programs:  At  this  time,  about  950  spedes  are  listed  in 
the  United  States  as  threatened  or  endangered.  Eliminating  funding  would  halt  the 
Service's  ability  to  plan  and  implement  recovery  programs  for  these  species.  As  a 
consequence,  the  spedes  will  continue  to  decline  and  endangered  spedes  could  become 
extinct  in  a  relatively  short  period  of  time.  About  565  spedes  are  considered  threatened 
or  endangered  in  foreign  countries.  Eliminated  funding  would  halt  the  Service's  ability 
to  work  with  the  other  countries  to  recover  these  species.  The  fate  of  some  spedes,  such 
as  sea  turtles  in  Mexico  and  whooping  cranes  in  Canada,  depend  on  the  Service's  ability 
to  continue  working  agreements  with  these  countries. 

Consultation  and  Interagency  Cooperation:  The  Act  states  that  no  Federal  agency  will 
fund,  authorize,  or  carry  out  activities  that  could  jeopardize  threatened  or  endangered 
spedes  or  destroy  or  adversely  modify  critical  habitat.  Prior  to  conducting  any  activity 
that  may  adversely  affect  listed  species  or  critical  habitat.  Federal  agendes  have  to 
consult  with  the  Service  and,  if  "take"  is  anticipated,  obtain  an  inddental  take  permit. 
Without  such  a  permit,  take  of  the  species  or  adverse  modification  of  critical  habitat 
would  violate  Section  9  of  the  Act.  Consultation  with  other  Federal  agencies  is  one  of 
the  largest  endangered  species  related  responsibilities  of  the  Service.  Eliminated 
funding  for  Endangered  Species  Act  work  would  result  in  the  Service  not  being  able  to 
fulfill  its  responsibility  for  consulting  with  other  agendes,  and  the  activities  will  either 
have  to  halt  or  be  sigruficantly  modified,  or  they  will  risk  violation  of  the  Act. 

Habitat  Conservation  Planning  and  Permits:  Likewise,  the  Public  is  protected  from 
inddental  take  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  by  permits  issued  under  Section 
10  of  the  Act.  Habitat  Conservation  Plarming,  the  major  method  used  by  the  public  to 
ensure  that  development  projects  do  not  break  the  law,  is  a  requirement  for  obtaining 
such  a  permit.  This  is  a  large  and  labor  intensive  job  and  eliminated  funding  will  mean 
that  the  Service  will  not  be  able  to  comply  with  the  public's  demand.  As  a  consequence, 
some  public  activities  will  have  to  halt  or  be  modified  to  prevent  violation  of  Section  9 
of  the  Act. 

Law  Enforcement  -  Endangered  Species:  Eliminating  endangered  species  law 
enforcement  funding  would  effectively  terminating  all  port  inspection  activities.  The 
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Service  will  no  longer  be  able  to  operate  its  wildlife  port  inspection  program.  Through 
the  port  inspection  program  the  Service  checks  the  legality  of  various  importation 
permits  and  documents  and  conducts  physical  inspections  to  interdict  illegal 
importatioiis.  The  Service  will  close  all  13  designated  ports  and  300  non-designated 
ports.  Non-designate  port  permits  would  be  revoked  because  no  inspectors  would  be 
available.  At  designated  ports  only  importers /exporters  with  valid  licenses  could 
continue  to  legally  import  wildlife  into  the  United  States;  under  current  regulations, 
U.S.  Customs  may  inspect  live  wildlife  in  certain  situations,  subject  to  post-clearance 
inspection  and  investigation  by  the  Service. 

If  funding  is  eliminated,  the  legal  trade  in  CITES-listed  wildlife  and  plants  and  their 
products  will  come  to  a  halt.  In  addition  to  the  severe  decrease  in  service  to  the  public, 
the  Service  would  abrogate  its  responsibilities  under  CITES  and  other  international 
wildlife  protection  treaties.  The  following  is  a  list  of  designated  ports  that  will  be 
closed: 

Dallas/Fort  Worth,  Texas 
Portland,  Oregon 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
Baltimore,  Maryland 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana 
San  Francisco,  California 
Seattle,  Washington 
Newark,  New  Jersey 
Los  Angeles,  California 
Honolulu,  Hawaii 
Chicago,  Illinois 
New  York,  New  York 
Miami,  Florida 

The  Clark  R.  Bavin  National  Wildlife  Forensics  Laboratory  in  Ashland,  Oregon  is 
funded  with  endangered  species  law  enforcement  funds.  If  funds  are  eliminated  the 
laboratory  would  be  closed  and  the  28  employees  terminated.  The  laboratory  currently 
accepts  case  work  in  support  of  all  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  other  Federal  agencies 
and  128  CITES  signatory  countries. 

Fisheries  -  Endangered  Species:  The  elimination  of  fisheries  endangered  species 
funding  would  eliminate  the  Service's  ability  to  assist  landowners,  water  users,  and  the 
public  by  helping  to  recover  listed  fish  and  restoring  populations.  Approximately  80 
percent  of  the  funding  is  applied  to  recovery  of  sport  fisheries,  such  as  Pacific  salmon, 
Apache  and  Greenback  Cutthroat  trout  and  Gulf  sturgeon.  In  addition  to  those 
compelling  values,  this  recovery  work  would  have  to  be  conducted  to  meet 
requirements  imposed  by  court  decrees  (Marsh  Decisions  for  Federal  Columbia  River 
Power  System),  treaties,  and  other  legislation  ~  not  just  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act.  If 
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funding  were  eliminated  for  Fisheries  programs  related  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
the  Service  would  have  to  direct  funds  from  other  projects  to  meet  these  other  legal 
requirements. 

Several  hatcheries  in  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  now  provide  refugia  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  in  order  to  maintain  genetic  diversity  in  aquatic 
communities.  The  elimination  of  funding  to  maintain  endangered  fish  populations  at 
hatcheries  would  be  eliminated  would  not  alleviate  section  9  take  requirements  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  maintain  propagated  fish  species  on  site  at  Service 
installations.  This  too  would  result  in  a  displacement  of  other  Service  sport  or  native 
fisheries  programs  at  other  locations  in  the  country. 

Permits  and  CITES  -  Endangered  Species:  Eliminating  funds  for  this  activity  would  not 
allow  the  Service  to  continue  the  permitting  of  legal  importation  of  sport  -  hunted 
trophies,  import  and  export  of  captive  bred  wildlife,  and  wildbird  trade. 

The  Convention  of  International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  (CITES)  was  established 
to  protect  wildlife  and  plant  species  affected  by  international  trade.  The  Service 
performs  all  management  and  scientific  authority  functions  required  by  the  Convention 
through  the  Permits  and  CITES  funding  activity.  The  United  States  is  a  party,  along 
with  127  other  countries.  Trade  is  regulated  through  a  system  of  import  and  export 
permits.  If  funding  is  eliminated,  the  legal  trade  in  CITES-listed  wildlife  and  plants  and 
their  products  will  come  to  a  halt.  This  will  adversely  affect  commercial  businesses, 
plant  nurseries,  zoological  institutions,  researchers,  circuses,  sport  hvmters,  and  private 
pet  owners. 

In  1993,  there  were  71,661  shipments  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  products  (about  60%  of  the 
shipments  are  CITES-listed),  with  a  value  of  $787.3  million  imported  into  and  exported 
from  the  United  States.  The  CITES  export  program  for  native  species,  such  as  the 
American  alligator,  furbearers  (bobcat,  lynx  and  river  otter),  and  ginseng  generally 
benefits  rural  areas  of  the  Untied  States.  A  conservative  estimate  of  the  value  of  these 
exports  in  1992  benefiting  American  industry  is  $128.8  million. 

Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Fund:  Eliminated  funding  for  Endangered  Species 
Act  work  will  also  directly  affect  the  States.  All  of  the  States  and  many  of  the  Territories 
have  Section  6  agreements  with  the  Service  that  provide  Federal  funding  for  up  to  90 
percent  of  that  needed  by  the  States  to  carry  out  conservation  measures  for  candidate, 
proposed,  and  listed  species.  In  turn,  the  States  often  provide  funding  to  colleges  and 
universities  to  conduct  research  and  carry  out  programs  for  such  species  by  using 
Section  6  funds.  Without  funds,  these  programs  will  halt. 

Question:  The  House  Judiciary  Committee  is  expected  to  report  a  private 
property  "takings"  bill  that  would  require  compensation  to  landowners  if  wetlands  or 
endangered  species  regiUations  decreased  property  values  by  10%  or  more.  If  this 
legislation  is  enacted,  what  would  be  the  budgetary  and  programmatic  impact  on  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 
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Answer:  The  House  Judiciary  Committee  reported  the  takings  legislation  as  H.R. 
925,  which  passed  the  House  March  3. 

This  bill  requires  agencies  to  pay  landowners  for  any  reduction  in  the  value  of  their 
property  which  results  from  a  final  agency  action  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
(ESA)  that  limits  or  conditions  what  would  otherwise  be  a  lawful  use  of  their  land  or 
ability  to  receive  water,  and  where  the  limitation  results  in  a  loss  of  value  of  20%  or 
more.  "Final  agency  action"  is  defined  as  including  the  issuance  of  a  biological  opinion 
under  section  7  of  the  ESA. 

We  estimate  we  will  be  issuing  over  100  regulations  for  listing  under  the  ESA  per  year 
for  at  least  two  years.  We  are  not  able  to  determine  now  which  ones  might  constitute  a 
taking  under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  925;  nor  can  we  anticipate  which  consultations 
tmder  section  7  of  ESA  for  new  and  existing  listings  might  give  rise  to  such  claims. 

The  cost  considerations  of  this  bill  are  obviously  great.  More  importantly,  the  obvious 
intent  is  to  place  economic  considerations  into  the  federal  environmental  regulatory 
process.  The  bill  would  single  out  environmental  protection  costs  among  the  many 
economic  variables  associated  with  governmental  policy.  This  would  be  a  serious 
detriment  to  envirorunental  protection  if  the  associated  benefits  are  not  evaluated  as 
well. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  budgetary  and  programmatic  impact  if  the 
Supreme  Court  rules  in  the  Sweet  Home  case  that  habitat  destruction  does  not 
constitute  taking  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 

Answer  If  Sweet  Home  is  not  overturned,  the  definition  of  "harm"  under 
Federal  regulation  (50  CFR  17.3)  will  no  longer  include  habitat  modification  or 
degradation.  Under  The  Sweet  Home  decision,  habitat  of  listed  species  could  be 
modified  or  destroyed  on  non-Federal  lands  as  long  as  it  does  not  result  in  direct  "take" 
of  individual  animals,  which  is  prohibited  by  section  9  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
The  continued  existence  of  many  species  could  be  severely  imperiled.  Species  of 
particular  concern  would  be  species  that  migrate  and  those  that  occur  solely  or 
primarily  on  private  lands.  Additionally,  this  ruling  could  jeopardize  many  other 
wildlife  management  laws,  including  those  of  States,  that  regulate  habitat  destnaction. 

The  program  that  would  be  most  affected  would  be  under  Section  10(a)(1)(B)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (Act).  This  program,  commonly  referred  to  as  Habitat 
Conservation  Planning  (HCP),  permits  the  incidental  take  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species  by  the  public,  provided  they  have  complied  with  the  Act  and  have  the  required 
permit  from  the  Service.  The  take  may  be  solely  in  the  form  of  habitat  destruction  on 
privately  owned  lands.  In  these  cases,  a  permit  would  no  longer  be  required.  An 
incidental  take  permit  would  be  required  where  direct  take  of  the  species  would  result, 
for  instance,  destruction  of  a  bird's  nest  with  young  birds. 
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In  some  areas,  especially  southern  California,  central  Texas,  and  southern  Florida, 
providing  technical  assistance  to  the  public  and  processing  permits  is  a  large  work  load 
for  the  Service.  Up  to  20  to  30  percent  of  the  ongoing  and  anticipated  future  habitat 
coi\servation  plans  involve  habitat  modifying  activities,  for  which  direct  take  would  be 
difficult  to  prove.  In  these  areas,  if  the  Sweet  Home  decision  is  not  overturned,  there 
would  be  a  resulting  20  to  30  percent  reduction  in  the  Service's  work  involved  with 
HCP  permits,  especially  for  migratory  species,  and  a  consequential  reduction  in  funding 
needs.  There  also  could  be  a  reduced  cost  of  law  enforcement  in  these  areas.  However, 
these  reductions  would  be  offset  by  the  increasing  number  of  consultations  due  to  the 
increasing  number  of  resident  listed  spedes  and  the  fact  that  more  and  more  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  and  the  public  are  seeking  assistance  from  the  Service. 

Question:  The  chart  on  page  16  of  the  budget  justification  displays  the 
reallocation  of  base  funding  in  1996  which  shifts  $5.1  million  in  endangered  species 
funding  to  the  Northwest  and  Southeast  from  other  regions  based  on  workload.  Will 
employees  be  relocated  or  separated  as  part  of  this  reallocation,  and  if  so,  what  are 
those  costs? 

Answer  Some  relocations  of  permanent  employees  and  separations  of 
temporary  employees  may  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  reallocating  base  funding  in  1996. 
The  Service  will  attempt  to  place  affected  employees,  on  a  voluntary  basis  into  available 
positions:  on  March  6,  1995  the  Service  put  in  place  a  policy  whereby  selections  to  fill 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  positions  are  to  be  made  from  among  current  Service 
employees.  The  Service  believes  that  the  costs  of  employee  relocation  due  strictly  to 
base  funding  reallocation  will  not  be  sigixificant.  However,  until  it  can  be  determined 
which  employees  will  take  the  buyout  or  offers  to  be  relocated  it  is  not  possible  to  come 
up  with  a  reliable  estimate. 

Question:  In  prior  year  budget  justifications,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  included  a 
listing  of  recovery  funding  for  key  species  and  species  groups.  Why  has  this  list  been 
omitted  from  the  1996  request? 

Answer:  The  1996  Budget  for  Recovery  activities  presents  information  on  the 
primary  programmatic  responsibilities  in  terms  of  current  and  anticipated  workload  for 
recovery  planning  efforts  and  recovery  implementation  and  monitoring  efforts.  To 
focus  attention  on  national  considerations  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  and 
their  status  rather  than  a  list  of  individual  species,  the  Service  did  not  include  a  specific 
listing  of  budgeted  recovery  efforts  for  high  visibility  species.  Also,  the  Service 
provides  reasonably  identifiable  expenditures  by  species  separately  in  armual  Reports 
to  Congress. 

Question:  Provide  a  comparable  list  comparing  the  1995  and  1996  funding 
levels. 

Answer  In  allocating  funds  for  listed  species  recovery,  priorities  can  shift 
rapidly  with  changes  in  environmental  conditions,  specifics  of  the  biological  stresses  on 
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the  spedes  involved,  and  the  human  pressures  brought  to  bare.  The  Service  strives  to 
keep  a  degree  of  flexibility  where  funds  are  directed  to  ensure  that  they  can  result  in  the 
greatest  recovery  gains.  Current  1995  and  1996  funding  estimates  and  funding  requests 
for  key  spedes/spedes  groups  are  provided  in  the  table  that  follows.  However,  these 
amounts  may  change  and  adjustments  may  be  required  to  fund  future  actions  critical  to 
spedes'  survival  and  recovery. 
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1995  and  1996  EsHmaUd  Recovery  Funding 
for  Key  Species/Species  Groups 


1996 

1995 

Budget 

RcRion/Species/Species  group 

Estimate 

Request 

Aleutian  Canada  Goose 

400 

400 

Black  Footed  Ferret 

300 

70 

California  Condor 

800 

500 

[Inlcudes  200  for  the  P.  Fund] 

[200] 

[2001 

Colorado  River  Fish 

623 

623 

Desert  Tortoise 

300 

150 

Edward's  Aquifer  species 

150 

150 

Everglades  Species 

798 

1,048 

Florida  Panther 

207 

207 

Forest  Plan 

9^32 

10,250 

Freshwater  mollusks 

602 

602 

Grizzly  Bear 

700 

700 

Key  Deer 

40 

40 

Kiitland's  warbler 

100 

100 

Louisiana  Black  Bear 

107 

107 

[Includes  BBCC  funding] 

[50] 

[50] 

MS  Sandhill  Crane 

150 

100 

Manatee 

520 

520 

Mexican  Spotted  owl 

350 

350 

Mexican  Wolf 

499 

500 

NAFTA 

399 

399 

NCCP 

998 

998 

Pacific  Island  Species 

999 

U49 

Hawaiian  Forest  Birds 

500 

250 

Recovery  actions  on  Refuges 

0 

250 

Cong.  Add  for  Bird  Propagation 

+199 

199 

Pacific  Island  Species 

300 

550 

Peregrine  Fund-  Other  Activities 

199 

0 

Piping  Plover 

100 

100 

Platte  River  Species 

399 

399 

PR  Parrot 

800 

800 

Red-Cockadad  Woodpecker 

150 

150 

Red  Wolf 

968 

968 

[Includes  The  Wilds  at  Ohio] 

[125] 

[125] 

Rocky.Mtn.  Gray  Wolf 

750 

600 

San  Juan  ecosystem  species 

200 

200 

Sea  Turtles 

340 

340 

Sea  Turtle  Species 

300 

300 

Southern  sea  otter 

300 

0 

Spectacled  &  Stellar  Eiders 

218 

250 

Whooping  Crane 

400 

400 

Total,  Key  Species/Species  Groups 

23398 

23,570 

328 


Question:  You  have  requested  an  increase  of  $1.4  million  for  endangered 
species  consultation,  but  no  additional  FTE's.  How  will  these  funds  be  used  without 
additional  staff,  and  what  additional  work  will  be  accomplished? 

Answer  The  requested  funding  will  be  used  to  address  workload  needs 
associated  with  what  is  projected  to  be  more  than  1,000  listed  U.S.  species  by  the  end  of 
FY  1996.  The  Service  will  also  work  with  the  Department  to  address  FTE  needs  once  the 
1996  appropriation  bill  is  enacted. 

The  Service  increasingly  is  finding  it  difficult  to  keep  up  with  the  growing  demand  from 
Federal  agencies  for  section  7  consultations.  As  more  species  are  listed,  and  as  Federal 
agencies  more  clearly  recognize  their  responsibilities  in  endangered  species  protection, 
the  number  and  complexity  of  consultations  required  by  section  7  continue  to  increase. 
In  recent  years,  numbers  of  informal  and  formal  consultations  have  increased  greatly 
each  year,  some  years  almost  doubling.  As  this  trend  continues,  additional  funding  is 
necessary  to  address  the  growing  section  7  workload,  especially  in  the  Southwest, 
Southeast,  and  Northwest.  Section  7  consultation  represents  the  Service's  judgment 
regarding  what  is  required  for  Federal  agency  compliance  with  the  ESA  and  cannot  be 
contracted. 

In  addition,  the  Service  continues  to  be  involved  in  several  national  consultations  on 
issues  such  as  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  (EPA)  registration  of  pesticides, 
and  pest  control  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Consultation  on  these  and 
other  national  programs,  such  as  the  EPA's  Clean  Water  Act  activities,  will  continue  in 
FY  1996  and  require  additional  staff  and  funding. 

Likewise,  section  10  Habitat  Conservation  Planning  has  received  considerable  attention 
from  the  public  which  is  much  more  aware  of  this  permit  as  a  means  of  mitigating  for 
development.  Recently,  the  Service  has  been  unable  to  sufficiently  meet  the  public's 
need  for  technical  assistance.  The  Service's  role  has  been  to  advise  the  private  sector 
during  the  section  10  process.  These  advisory,  reviewing,  and  processing 
responsibilities  are  increasing  in  all  States,  but  especially  in  California,  Texas,  and  the 
Southeast  where  human  populations  are  growing  fastest.  The  Service  will  use  the 
increased  funding  to  develop  capabilities  in  Regions  where  interest  in  the  section  10 
process  is  just  beginning  to  grow  and  to  supplement  activities  in  Regions  were  the 
section  10  process  is  well  underway. 

Question:  Assuming  it  is  typically  far  cheaper  and  simpler  to  recover  an 
endangered  plant,  or  stave  off  listing  of  a  candidate  plant,  than  it  is  to  recover  most 
animals,  why  are  not  more  fimds  targeted  to  the  recovery  and  prelisting  of  plants  to 
achieve  more  delistings  and  prevent  having  to  list  plants? 

Answer  While  it  is  true  that  some  plant  species  are  more  easily  recovered  than 
some  animal  species,  that  does  not  apply  generally  across  the  two  kingdoms  of 
orgaiusms.  The  basic  biology  of  listed  and  candidate  plants  is  not  nearly  as  well  known 
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as  that  of  most  listed  and  candidate  animals,  particularly  vertebrate  species.  Without 
first  gaining  an  understanding  of  the  reproductive  and  habitat  requirements  of  these 
species,  it  is  difficult  to  effect  rapid  recovery.  The  failure  of  many  candidate  plants  to 
reproduce,  for  example,  could  be  due  to  any  one  of  a  number  of  different  problems, 
including  inbreeding,  loss  of  pollinator  or  dispersal  agent,  suboptimal  habitat, 
germination  requirements,  or  excessive  seed  predation. 

Even  in  cases  where  the  biology  of  the  species  is  well  understood,  specialized 
reproductive,  pollination,  or  dispersal  interactions  make  many  candidate  and  listed 
plants  difficult  and  relatively  costly  targets  for  recovery.  For  example,  Hawaii's 
endangered  Mauna  Kea  silversword  only  flowers  once  in  its  40-  to  50-year  lifetime  and 
requires  cross-pollination  to  produce  viable  seed.  With  perhaps  100  individuals  left  in 
the  wild  (half  of  those  are  outplanted  progeny  of  two  parent  plants  and  thus  genetically 
nearly  identical),  the  probability  of  two  genetically  different  individuals  flowering 
simultaneously  and  being  cross-pollinated  (with  many  native  pollinators  now  extinct)  is 
extremely  low.  The  Service  has  funded  recovery  efforts  for  this  unique  species  for  the 
past  3  years,  with  promising  results. 

In  other  cases,  candidate  and  listed  plants  respond  amazingly  well  to  simple  recovery  or 
protective  actions,  such  as  fencing  out  herbivores  or  removing  competing  weeds.  The 
Service  is  increasing  its  emphasis  on  prelisting  conservation  and  recovery  for  plants.  By 
gearing  recovery  to  an  ecosystem  basis  for  groups  of  co-located  plants  sharing  common 
recovery  needs,  the  Service  is  maximizing  the  efficiency  of  its  efforts.  Where  listed  or 
candidate  plants  and  animals  are  co-dependent  (e.g.,  host  plant  or  pollinator), 
ecosystem-level  recovery  for  plants  and  animals  is  being  combined. 

With  the  recent  signing  of  Memoranda  of  Understanding  on  Native  Plant  Conservation, 
Candidate  Conservation,  and  Implementation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the 
Service  is  joining  sister  agencies  in  a  greater  emphasis  on  plant  prelisting  conservation 
and  recovery.  The  Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  Committee  (Conunittee),  chaired 
by  a  Service  biologist,  is  taking  a  leading  role  in  this  effort.  The  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation  awarded  the  Committee  a  $250,000  challenge  grant  in  FY  1995  to 
fund  13  urgent  on-the-ground  plant  conservation  projects  across  the  nation  through 
interagency,  public/private  partnerships.  Director  Seattle's  guidance  to  Regional 
Directors  on  allocating  the  $1.5  million  in  FY  1995  candidate  conservation  funds 
included  a  special  emphasis  on  plant  conservation.  The  Service  expects  to  see  this 
growing  emphasis  continue. 

Question:  The  budget  indicates  that  funding  will  be  shifted  from  recovery 
actions  to  recovery  plaivning  during  1996.  What  is  the  split  between  these  activities 
in  terms  of  dollars  and  how  much  will  be  shifted  in  19967 

Answer  The  Recovery  Program  has  two  major  phases:  recovery  planning  and 
recovery  implementation.  In  FY  1993,  the  Service  initiated  a  four-year  recovery 
plarming  effort  to  address  the  backlog  of  listed  species  without  approved  recovery 
plans.  At  the  beginning  of  FY  1995, 383  listed  spedes  were  without  final  recovery  plans. 
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In  FY  1996,  the  final  year  of  the  initiative,  approximately  $13.8  million  of  the  $44.6 
million  recovery  request  would  be  allocated  for  planning  purposes.  This  compares  with 
approximately  $8.6  million  of  the  $39.7  million  FY  1995  recovery  appropriation  being 
allocated  for  recovery  plarming. 

Question:  Is  it  possible  to  include  data  on  the  current  population  compared  to 
the  population  targets  which  must  be  achieved  to  delist  an  endangered  species  in  the 
report  on  the  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  Recovery  program? 

Answer  The  purpose  of  the  report  as  defined  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is 
to  "report  every  two  years...  on  the  status  of  efforts  to  develop  and  implement  recovery 
plans  for  all  species  listed  pursuant  to  this  section  and  on  the  status  of  all  species  for 
which  such  plans  are  developed."  Population  numbers  alone  are  not  an  adequate 
measiare  for  determining  whether  a  species  qualifies  for  delisting.  Recovery  is  defined 
as  the  process  by  which  the  decline  of  a  listed  species  is  halted  or  reversed,  and  threats 
to  its  survival  are  removed  so  that  its  long-term  survival  in  the  wild  can  be  ensured.  If 
habitat  of  sufficient  quantity  and  quahty  is  not  available  to  the  species  over  the  long- 
term,  the  species  cannot  be  expected  to  survive  in  the  wild  over  the  long-term. 
Likewise,  if  threats  to  the  species  that  contributed  to  its  original  listing  have  not  been 
removed  (such  as  inadequate  protection  from  indiscriminate  killing  or  collecting  in  the 
absence  of  protection  under  the  Act),  the  species  would  likely  become  endangered  again 
if  delisted.  Much  more  than  species  population  numbers,  therefore,  must  enter  into  the 
complex  decision  to  delist  species. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION 

Question:  How  does  the  unemployment  data  for  1994  and  1995  for  the  areas 
targeted  by  Jobs-in-the- Woods  compare  to  the  national  average? 

Answer  Information  on  employment  is  not  readily  available  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  make  the  comparison. 

Question:  Assuming  that  the  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program  is  a  temporary 
employment  program,  when  will  it  be  terminated? 

Answer  Such  questions  will  be  addressed  Administration-wide  through  the 
Regional  Community  Economic  Development  Team.  It  will  take  about  30  years  to 
achieve  the  ecosystem  restoration  goals  of  the  program.  Although  the  Jobs-in-the- 
Woods  program  is  considered  temporary,  it  is  a  program  that  should  result  in 
establishment  of  new  businesses  centered  around  new  ways  of  doing  business  in  the 
natural  resources  field.  To  be  effective  these  new  businesses  need  to  be  able  to  handle  a 
variety  of  natural  resources  activities  year-round,  including  on-the-ground  restoration, 
surveys,  monitoring,  and  "new  forestry"  practices.  Some  of  these  activities,  such  as 
monitoring,  will  be  needed  over  the  long  term.  This  diversification  will  require  time  for 
training,  business  development,  and  development  of  alternative  sources  of  projects. 
During  that  period  of  time,  alternative  opportunities  for  projects  such  as  the 
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development  of  mitigation  sites  for  private  entities,  "new  forestry"  projects  for  private 
timber  companies,  and  restoration  projects  funded  through  the  Natural  Resource 
Damage  Assessment  process,  can  be  explored.  During  this  period  of  time,  significant 
ecosystem  benefits  can  also  be  realized. 

Question:  For  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  in  1995  and  1996,  provide  data 
on  the  number  of  jobs  which  will  be  created,  the  average  pay  per  job  on  an  hourly 
basis,  the  average  dxiration  of  employment,  and  the  average  total  cost  per  job  on  an 
annualized  basis. 

Answer  During  Fiscal  Year  1995,  it  is  anticipated  that  approximately  165  jobs 
will  be  created,  with  an  average  pay  of  $12  per  hour  for  a  duration  ranging  from  3 
months  to  2  years.  Cost  per  job  on  an  annualized  basis  is  approximately  $18,000.  It  is 
estimated  that  in  Fiscal  Year  1996,  approximately  188  jobs  will  be  created  with  the  same 
average  pay  per  hour  and  per  annum.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  duration  of  employment 
may  be  longer  due  to  a  proposed  interagency  effort  to  batch  projects  within  watersheds 
to  provide  maximum  employment  and  an  effort  to  select  projects  that  provide  longer 
terms  of  employment. 
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Question:  Why  does  the  budget  propose  reductions  for  off-Service  lands 
contaminant  investigations  and  the  transfer  of  responsibility  for  removal  and 
cleanup  of  underground  storage  tanks  to  refuge  maintenance  and  Hatchery 
maintenance? 

Answer:  Both  of  these  reductions  were  necessitated  by  the  recognition  of 
constrained  budgets,  increasing,  non-discretionary  activities  and  the  need  to  address 
the  highest  priorities  of  the  Service.  The  Service  was  forced  to  make  tough  choices 
on  where  cuts  would  be  made.  The  Service  will  continue  contaminant 
investigations,  as  appropriate,  with  the  funding  requested  for  contaminants 
activities  in  high  priority  ecosystems.  Investigations  will  be  funded  using  criteria 
for  flexible  funding  that  will  address  ecosystem  priorities.  Since  the  legal 
responsibility  and  liability  under  Federal  and  State  law  continues  to  exist  for  UST's, 
the  continued  replacement  of  the  remaining  UST's  will  be  funded  from  Refuge  and 
Hatcheries  maintenance.  Remediation  of  contaminated  sites  caused  by  USTs  will  be 
funded  from  the  Department's  Hazardous  Materials  Fund. 

Question:  Are  any  of  the  remaining  activities  for  off-Service  lands  the 
responsibility  of  State  or  local  Governments? 

Answer:  Although  the  States  play  a  significant  role  in  resource  conservation, 
numerous  treaties  and  statutes  mandate  a  Federal  role  for  the  Service  in  protecting 
and  restoring  the  Nation's  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  especially  migratory  birds, 
anadromous  fish,  endangered  species,  marine  mammals,  and  other  nationally 
significant  Federal  Trust  Resources.  The  Federal  perspective  is  aimed  at  preventing 
the  adverse  effects  of  contaminants  to  trust  resources  and  aimed  towards  consistent 
national  approaches  to  evaluating  and  remediating  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  As  long  as  the  statutory  Federal  Trust  Resource  responsibilities 
remain,  the  scientific  need  for  these  Service  contaminants  activities  will  be  critical 
to  the  conservation  and  protection  of  these  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

REFUGES  AND  WILDLIFE 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Questioiu  Define  the  ecosystem  management  approach  and  the  recent  efforts 
to  implement  it  uniformly  across  regions. 

Answer:  The  Service's  ecosystem  approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation 
involves  protecting  or  restoring  the  natural  function,  structure,  and  species 
composition  of  an  ecosystem,  recognizing  that  all  components  are  interrelated.  The 
primary  goal  of  an  ecosystem  approach  to  management  is  conserving  natural 
biological  diversity  and  ecosystem  integrity,  while  supporting  a  sustainable  level  of 
human  use.  This  approach  is  a  more  effective  way  to  address  the  Service's  mission 
and  its  extensive  array  of  statutory  responsibilities. 
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Throughout  the  Regions,  the  Service  is  ii\creasing  its  efforts  to  think  and  act  in 
terms  of  systen\s,  relationships,  and  processes.  We  are  working  to  increase  the 
communication,  coordination,  and  collaboration  among  all  our  programs  to  ensure 
that  we  use  our  resources  most  effectively  and  to  enhance  our  efforts  to  work  better 
with  others  in  productive  partnerships.  The  Service  has  formed  ecosystem  teams  for 
each  of  the  53  ecosystem  units  it  has  identified  in  defining  the  geographic  areas  to  be 
addressed  to  effectively  carry  out  ecosystem-based  activities.  Teams  are  comprised  of 
personnel  from  all  Service  progranns  and  are  the  vehicle  by  which  activities  will  be 
accomplished.  Team  members  are  setting  goals  and  objectives,  deciding  on  action 
strategies,  estabUshing  priorities,  and  implementing  collaborative  projects  within 
the  agency  and  with  partners. 

Question:  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ecosystem  classification  used  by 
other  Federal  and  State  agencies? 

Answer:  The  Service  chose  to  use  watersheds,  as  identified  by  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey's  Hydrologic  Unit  Map,  as  the  basic  units  for  organizing  agency 
programs  and  implementing  ecosystem-based  projects.  Watersheds  are  discrete 
physical  units,  provide  widely-recognized,  well-defined  boundaries,  capture  some  of 
the  most  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitats,  and  because  watersheds  are  made  up  of 
smaller  river  systems,  they  offer  flexibility  of  scale. 

Other  Federal  agencies  with  management  and  regulatory  efforts  based  on  USGS 
watersheds  include  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  and  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.  Within  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  the  National  Park  Service,  National  Biological  Service,  and  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  fully  support  the  Service's  ecosystem  boundaries.  Although  no 
single  mapping  system  meets  all  needs,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  can  be 
successfully  accomplished  without  universal  agreement  on  the  delineation  of 
ecosystem  vmits. 

Question:  What  are  the  accountability  and  evaluation  mechanisms  to  ensure 
that  funding  is  applied  by  Regional  Directors  in  a  manner  consistent  with  Intended 
policy? 

Answer:  The  accountability  and  evaluation  mechanisms  for  utilization  of 
funding  and  FTE  to  conduct  ecosystem-based  projects  is  no  different  from  the 
mechanism  for  traditional  Service  programs.  Funds  are  appropriated,  allocated  and 
expended  by  account/activity/subactivity  consistent  with  the  existing  budget 
structure  and  accounting  system,  e.g.  Resource  Management  account.  Ecological 
Services  activity,  and  Environmental  Contaminants  subactivity. 

During  the  first  year,  we  conducted  periodic  evaluations  and  made  modifications  to 
our  approach  based  on  the  outcome  of  the  evaluations.  We  will  continue  with 
annual  evaluations  as  we  continue  to  refine  our  approach.  At  the  national  level, 
we  will  continually  assess  whether  our  ecosystem  approach  is:  1)  increasing  our 
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effectiveness  in  conserving  fish  and  wildlife;  2)  increasing  and  improving  cross- 
program  coordination  and  collaboration  within  our  agency;  and  3)  increasing  the 
frequency  and  quality  of  our  partnerships. 

Question:  How  much  funding  is  defined  as  ecosystem  management,  and 
what  portion  is  planning  and  technical  assistance  versus  habitat  restoration? 

Answer:  In  implementing  the  ecosystem  approach,  the  Service  is  using  all 
resources  available  to  the  extent  possible.  The  ecosystems  approach  is  a  new  way  for 
the  Service  to  conduct  its  business  and  does  not  alter  existing  programs  or  their 
funding  sources. 

REFUGE  OPERATIONS 

Question:  The  Refuge  System  has  undergone  rapid  growth  in  its  history, 
increasing  by  79  refuges  and  3.6  million  acres  in  the  last  decade  alone.  While 
acquiring  new  lands  is  important  for  the  protection  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  habitats, 
there  is  no  budget  connection  which  increases  operating  funds  to  support  additional 
land  acquisitions.  What  would  be  the  impact  of  shifting  $10  million  from  land 
acquisition  to  refuge  operations  and  maintenance? 

Answer:  The  President's  Budget  request  reflects  the  need  to  strike  a  balance 
between  the  management  of  existing  refuges  and  the  incorporation  of  new  lands 
into  the  Refuge  System.  Shifting  $10  million  from  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  to  the  Resource  Management  Appropriation  would  enhance 
the  operations  and  maintenance  of  existing  refuges,  including  several  units  which 
have  been  added  to  the  System  without  a  commensurate  increase  in  operational 
funding.  However,  the  reduction  in  land  acquisition  funding  would  preclude  the 
protection  of  approximately  5,000  acres.  As  the  Service  uses  fee  title  acquisition  to 
the  extent  that  protection  of  resources  cannot  be  assured  otherwise,  this  would 
mean  the  loss  of  significant  resources  which  would  probably  not  be  available  at  a 
later  time. 

Question:  In  1993,  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Fovmdation  identified  a 
refuge  system  operating  deficit  of  $62  million.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
agree  with  this  figure? 

Answer:  The  operations  deficit,  as  determined  from  data  entries  made  by 
refuge  managers  into  the  computerized  Refuge  Operating  Needs  Systems  (RONS),  is 
$149  million  and  936  FTEs.  This  amount  represents  that  level  of  funding  needed  to 
minimally  fulfill  refuge  purposes,  legal  mandates,  and  Refuge  System  goals. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  an  objective,  data-driven 
system  for  determining  funding  and  staffing  requirements  for  individual  refuges 
based  on  established  resource  protection  goals?  What  efforts  have  been  imdertaken 
to  evaluate  the  current  staffing  and  funding  level  requirements  of  each  refuge,  and 
what  reallocations  have  occurred  as  a  result? 
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Answer:  The  Service's  Refuge  Operating  Needs  System  (RONS)  and 
Maintenance  Management  System  (MMS)  are  both  computerized,  data-driven 
systems  into  which  field  station  managers  enter  currently  needed  projects  along 
vsath  their  estimated  costs.  These  databases  are  continually  reviewed  and  updated  by 
expert  teams  to  achieve  consistency  in  data  reporting  from  all  units.  Annual  review 
of  data  is  undertaken.  Managers  within  Service  regions  use  this  information  to 
adjust  allocations  between  individual  refuges.  In  addition,  the  Service  has  recently 
begun  testing  a  workload  factor  analysis  that  is  expected  to  provide  additional 
information  useful  in  the  potential  reallocation  of  funding  between  stations  and 
between  regions. 

Question:  What  options  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  under 
existing  authorities  to  share  costs  and  management  of  selected  refuges  with  States  or 
private  entities  that  would  provide  long-term  protection  for  the  resources  or 
refuges? 

Answer:  The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  of  1966 
provides  broad  general  authority  for  the  Service  to  cooperate  with  public  and 
private  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals,  and  the  Service  may  accept  and  use 
donations  of  funds  and  real  and  personal  property  in  the  mutual  support  of  the 
wildlife  resource  and  refuge  operations.  The  Service  may  also  enter  into 
cooperative  agreements  for  limited  management  of  refuge  units,  and  individual 
programs  on  refuges,  to  the  extent  that  such  agreements  do  not  transfer  authority 
for  management  to  public  or  private  entities.  In  addition,  the  recent  amendment  to 
the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act  (P.L.  93-638),  entitled  "The  Tribal  Self- 
Governance  Act  of  1994,"  would  seem  to  allow  certain  identified  Indian  tribes  the 
ability  to  contract  certain  services  and  functions  on  national  wildlife  refuges. 
Oversight  of  these  cooperative  agreements  and  tribal  contracts  would  have  to  be 
maintained  by  the  Service.  There  are  several  examples  of  units  within  the  Refuge 
System  where  State  agencies  or  other  entities  cooperate  in  the  management  of 
habitat,  programs  (e.g.  waterfowl  hunts)  or  wildlife  resources  (e.g.  resident  game 
species).  This  can  prove  to  be  a  cost  effective  strategy,  particularly  when  refuges,  or 
portions  of  refuges,  are  located  adjacent  to  State-managed  wildlife  areas.  However, 
respoi\sibilities  assumed  by  other  agencies  have,  on  several  occasions,  reverted  back 
to  the  Service  when  State  management  did  not  ensure  compatibility  with  refuge 
purposes. 

Question:  Would  you  support  an  independent,  comprehensive  review  of  the 
refuge  system  which  looks  at  future  needs  and  possibilities  of  refuge  management, 
including  shared  responsibilities  with  States,  closing  or  mothballing  refuges? 

Answer:  Athough  the  Service  views  this  type  of  analysis  as  an  ongoing 
responsibility,  we  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  undertake  a  more 
comprehensive,  formal  review  of  potential  strategies  for  cooperative  management, 
closure  or  mothballing  of  refuge  lands.  The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Association 
has  proposed  that  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
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Interior  to  consider  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  legal  obligations,  land 
acquisition  and  removal  policies  and  procedures,  the  most  urgent  refuge  land 
acquisition  needs,  whether  any  lands  should  be  removed  from  the  System  because 
they  are  vmable  to  meet  their  original  purposes  or  those  of  the  System,  and  the 
appropriate  disposition  of  such  lands.  The  Service  would  support  and  be  an  active 
participant  in  such  an  effort. 

PUBLIC  USE  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  What  is  the  potential  for  public  use  management  to  become  self- 
financed  over  the  next  five  years? 

Answer:  There  is  very  little  potential  that  public  use  management  on 
national  wildlife  refuges  will  ever  be  self  financed,  but  there  are  opportunities  to 
recover  a  greater  portion  of  the  costs  incurred.  There  are  over  70  fee  management 
units  in  the  System  that  collect  entrance  fees  and/or  user  fees.  In  FY  1994,  these 
units  collected  approximately  $2.5  million  at  a  collection  cost  of  about  $800,000. 
Under  existing  law,  30%  ($740,000)  was  returned  to  the  refuges  to  offset  costs, 
resulting  in  refuges  absorbing  approximately  $60,000  in  collection  costs.  Existing  law 
also  establishes  a  cap  on  the  entrance  fees  ($3  for  individuals  or  $7.50  per  vehicle) 
and  precludes  the  collection  of  entrance  or  user  fees  on  Alaskan  refuges. 

In  response  to  a  recent  Department  of  the  Interior  Inspector  General  audit  regarding 
certain  user  charges  and  collections,  the  Service  has  agreed  to  review  the  need  to 
increase  certain  user  fees  at  refuges,  and  to  review  agreements  with  State  fish  and 
game  departments  to  determine  whether  the  agency  is  being  sufficiently  reimbursed 
for  cooperative  hunting  programs.  While  it  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  that  fees 
could,  or  should,  be  raised  to  a  level  that  would  fully  offset  the  costs  to  administer 
recreational  programs,  maintain  facilities  and  infrastructure  and  conduct  law 
enforcement  and  educational  activities,  there  are  opportunities  to  enhance  the  level 
of  cost  sharing  for  compatible  public  use  programs  with  public  and  private  entities. 

Question:  Currently  70%  of  refuge  entrance  fees,  about  $1.7  million,  are 
deposited  into  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Account  for  land  acquisition, 
representing  only  4%  of  the  accoiuit  income.  The  remainder  of  the  money,  only 
$740,000,  supports  refuge  operations  -  -  which  isn't  even  enough  to  defray  the  cost  of 
maintaining  the  collection  system.  Would  it  make  more  sense  to  allow  refuges  to 
keep  their  entrance  fees  to  improve  operations  and  cover  the  cost  of  collections? 

Answer:  Yes,  however,  since  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
Administration  Act  requires  that  70%  of  these  fee  revenues  go  to  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Fund  and  30%  to  the  refuge  system.  The  law  would  have  to  be 
amended  to  allow  for  an  adjustment  in  this  allocation.  The  Service  would  support 
this  change. 
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Question:  Do  you  think  entrance  fees  can  be  raised,  and  established  at  sites 
that  currently  don't  charge  fees? 

Answer:  Entrance  fees  are  currently  collected  on  23  refuges.  When  the  fee 
collection  program  was  initiated  in  the  mid-1980's,  the  Service  evaluated  all  the 
refuges  open  to  public  use  against  a  set  of  criteria  that  included,  among  others,  the 
number  of  visitors,  the  public  services  provided  on  the  refuge  and  the  logistical 
feasibility  of  fee  collection.  Entrance  fee  collection  was  initiated  on  nearly  30  refuges, 
but  has  since  been  discontinued  on  some  refuges  where  collection  costs  were  far 
greater  than  revenues.  Therefore,  it  is  unlikely  that  increasing  the  number  of  sites 
with  entrance  fees  would  be  successful.  Most  of  those  refuges  that  continue  to 
collect  entrance  fees  charge  somewhat  less  than  the  legislative  cap,  so  there  remains 
some  potential  for  further  increases.  However,  we  believe  that  raising  the  entrance 
fee  too  quickly  and/or  above  the  cap  will  produce  diminishing  returns,  as 
prospective  visitors  choose  not  to  come,  and  may  cause  a  hardship  to  the  local 
community.  One  approach  that  would  help  attract  more  visitors  to  refuges  and 
increase  revenues  would  be  to  provide  additional  low-impact  "Watchable  Wildlife" 
opportunities,  but  this,  in  turn,  would  require  more  investment  in  staff  and  in  the 
development  and  maintenance  of  facilities. 

Question:  How  much  more  revenue  could  be  generated  through  additional 
fees? 

Answer:  Taking  collection  costs  into  consideration,  no  net  increase  in 
revenue  would  be  realized  from  establishing  new  entrance  fee  areas.  Significantly 
raising  fees  at  refuges  where  they  are  already  collected,  in  the  absence  of  improved 
facilities  and  recreational  opportunity,  would  probably  result  in  fewer  visitors  with 
no  net  increase  (or  possibly  a  decrease)  in  revenue  for  the  Refuge  System  as  a  whole. 
There  are  opportunities  to  increase  the  revenue  generated  by  user  fees.  Most  of  the 
user  fees  currently  collected  are  paid  by  refuge  hunters.  Any  expansion  of  user  fee 
revenues  should  be  implemented  in  a  manner  that  provides  for  an  equitable 
sharing  of  cost  among  users.  In  response  to  a  recent  Department  of  the  Interior 
Inspector  General  audit  regarding  certain  user  charges  and  collections,  the  Service 
has  agreed  to  review  the  need  to  increase  certain  user  fees  at  refuges. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  effect  of  shifting  $5  million  from  public  use 
management  to  habitat  management? 

Answer:  A  reduction  of  $5  million  from  the  Service's  public  use  efforts 
would  have  a  direct  impact  on  recreational  opportunities  and  education  programs 
offered  to  visitors  and  local  communities.  It  could  stimulate  a  negative  reaction 
from  a  public  constituency  already  demanding  greater  access  to  their  Federal  lands 
and  it  would  decrease  Service  efforts  to  broaden  the  public's  awareness  of  the 
importance  of  wildlife  conservation.  A  $5  million  increase  to  habitat  management 
would,  on  the  other  hand,  address  high  priority  projects  including  rehabilitating 
impoundments  for  migratory  birds,  reseeding  native  plant  species  and  removing 
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exotic  species,  creating  wetland  habitat,  restoring  riparian  habitat,  and  stabilizing 
coastal  shoreline  habitats. 

REFUGE  MAINTENANCE 

Question:  Despite  a  reported  maintenance  backlog  of  $391  million,  the  budget 
proposes  to  transfer  $7  million,  or  13%,  from  refuge  maintenance  to  operations. 
Given  the  fiscal  constraints  of  the  coming  years,  this  reduction  could  likely  become  a 
permanent  reduction  in  the  maintenance  level  of  effort  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Will  this  reduced  funding  level  adequately  address  future  health  and  safety  needs 
over  the  next  several  years? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  health  and  safety  needs  addressable  with  resource 
management  dollars  totaled  $12.3  million.  Assuming  similar  needs  are  identified 
in  future  years,  we  will  continue  to  be  able  to  address  our  most  serious  health  and 
safety  problems  at  the  proposed  reduced  funding  level.  We  will  find,  however,  that 
heald\  and  safety  projects,  often  distinct  from  resource  management  needs,  will 
demand  the  majority  of  available  funding. 

Question:  At  what  rate  is  the  maintenance  backlog  increasing  or  decreasing 
on  an  annual  basis? 

Answer:  The  maintenance  backlog  on  refuges  has  grown  from  $229  million 
in  FY  1989  to  $391  million  in  FY  1994.  This  change  represents  an  annual  backlog 
growth  of  11.3%.  Subtracting  the  average  annual  inflation  rate  over  this  same 
period  (3.8%)  shows  a  constant  dollar  backlog  growth  rate  of  7.5%. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  a  plan  for  significantly 
reducing  the  backlog,  such  as  mothballing  facilities,  increasing  user  fees,  or 
aggressively  pursuing  more  partnerships  with  local  governments  or  Non- 
Govemmental  Organizations? 

Answen  The  Service  has  conducted  a  thorough  review  of  the  maintenance 
backlog  and  determined  that  it  would  require  $102  million  in  annual  funding  to 
address  the  recurring  maintenance  need,  to  prevent  the  backlog  from  growing  any 
larger  and  to  upgrade  the  overall  condition  of  Refuge  facilities  and  equipment  from 
fair  to  good  by  2003,  the  100th  anniversary  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 
In  anticipation  that  this  level  of  funding  is  not  likely  through  annual 
appropriations,  the  Service  continues  to  explore  and,  where  feasible,  implement  a 
variety  of  strategies  to  address  the  problem.  Cost  sharing  with  partner  agencies  and 
organizations  holds  additional  potential  and  will  be  pursued  aggressively. 
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LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Question:  Despite  a  $30  million  increase  in  current  year  appropriated  funds 
for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  law  enforcement  is  essentially  frozen.  In  a 
December  1994  report,  GAO  has  reported  that  law  enforcement  is  understaffed,  lacks 
output-oriented  performance  goals,  and  needs  a  better  management  information 

system  to  handle  the  significant  volume  of  international  wildlife  shipping.  Are  the 
GAO  concerns  being  addressed? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Service  agreed  with  GAO's  recommendation  that  outcome- 
oriented  performance  goals  should  be  developed  for  the  inspection  program.  The 
Service  is  already  working  to  develop  such  standards  as  part  of  the  requirements  of 
the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act,  and  plans  to  have  meaningful  goals 
in  place  by  the  start  of  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

The  Service  also  agreed  with  GAO's  recommendation  to  improve  the  Law 
Enforcement  Management  Information  System  (LEMIS)  to  better  meet  the  needs  of 
its  users  and  Service  managers.  The  Service  has  already  modified  its  new 
investigations  subsystem,  and  is  completing  a  redesign  of  other  subsystems  (LEMIS 
n)  in  phases.  Completion  of  the  redesign  of  three  subsystems  is  expected  by  March, 
1996.  These  redesigns  will  enable  LEMIS  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Uniform  Crime  Reporting  Act  of  1988,  in  which  it  is  mandated  that  all  Federal  law 
enforcement  agencies  report  crime  statistics  in  a  uniform  format  known  as  the 
National  Incident  Based  Reporting  System.  The  GAO  report  did  not  have  a  specific 
recommendation  concerning  law  enforcement  staffing  levels. 

Question:  Are  the  current  level  of  inspections  providing  an  effective 
deterrent  to  illegal  wildlife  trade? 

Answer:  In  FY  1993,  the  overall  inspection  rate  for  the  Service  was 
approximately  20  percent.  In  FY  1994  the  Service  established  goals  to  physically 
inspect  at  least  25  percent  of  shipments  presented  for  importation  or  exportation  at 
designated  ports  of  entry,  and  at  least  50%  of  shipments  for  non-designated  ports. 
The  Service  believes  that,  within  the  current  level  of  funding,  the  wildlife 
inspection  program,  in  consonance  with  diligent  investigations  by  Special  Agents, 
and  aggressive  prosecutions  by  the  Department  of  Justice,  serves  to  help  to  create  an 
effective  deterrent  to  illegal  wildlife  trade. 

Question:  Are  there  any  estimates  as  to  the  percentage  of  illegal  wildlife 
imports  which  are  not  interdicted? 

Answer  Approximately  20  percent  of  wildlife  shipments  physically  inspected 
in  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  were  seized,  abandoned,  re-exported  or  refused  clearance. 
There  are  no  estimates  of  the  percentage  of  illegal  wildlife  imports  which  are  not 
interdicted. 
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Question:  Last  year,  the  Congress  passed  NAFTA  and  this  Committee 
supported  an  increase  to  programs  along  the  Mexican  border.  One  of  the  programs 
critical  to  the  sustaining  of  rapid,  legal  trade  in  wildlife  across  the  border  is  the 
Wildlife  Inspection  program.  Will  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  be  able  to  staff  new 
Ports  of  Entry  if  they  are  opened? 

Answer:  Increased  funding  and  FTE  in  FY  1995  has  allowed  the  Service  to 
place  increased  emphasis  on  inspections  at  existing  designated  and  non-designated 
ports  of  entry  along  the  U.S. /Mexico  border.  However,  within  the  current  level  of 
funding  and  FTEs,  the  Service  will  not  be  able  to  staff  new  ports  of  entry  along  the 
U.S. /Mexico  border. 

Question:  Can  user  fees  be  increased  to  hire  additional  inspectors  if  needed? 

Answer  In  September,  1994,  the  Service  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
(59  FR  47212)  a  proposed  rule  revising  the  current  user  fee  structure  to  increase  fees 
charged  to  licensed  importers  and  exporters.  Once  a  final  rule  is  published,  and  the 
new  user  fee  structure  effected,  an  increase  in  user  fee  collections  is  expected  and 
will  be  applied  to  enhance  current  operations.  However,  due  to  reductions  in  the 
Federal  workforce,  the  Service  is  not  requesting  an  increase  in  FTEs  for  this 
function,  and,  therefore,  will  not  hire  additional  inspectors. 

nSHERIES 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  national  and  international  lamprey  control  efforts, 
and  what  are  the  1995  and  1996  funding  levels  for  these  activities? 

Answer:  Projected  funding  for  sea  lamprey  control  in  FY  1995  totals  $13 
million  which  includes  contributions  of  $8.8  million  from  the  United  States 
through  the  Departments  of  State  and  Commerce  budgets  and  $4.2  million  from 
Canada.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  receives  from  the  Department  of 
State  $5.2  million  to  manage  sea  lamprey  populations  and  the  National  Biological 
Service  receives  $2.0  million  to  conduct  research  on  sea  lampreys,  reregister 
chemicals,  and  study  alternate  methods  of  control.  This  funding  maintains  current 
levels  of  chemical  control  which  have  reduced  adult  sea  lamprey  abundance  by  over 
90  percent  since  the  late  1950's.  In  addition,  adult  and  larval  population  assessment, 
release  of  sterile  male  lampreys,  and  evaluation  of  barrier  sites  will  continue  at 
previous  levels. 

Contributions  for  FY  1996  are  projected  to  decrease  by  $652,000  to  $12.4  million.  The 
United  States  contribution  will  decrease  by  $450,000  due  to  elimination  of  funding 
for  the  sea  lamprey  control  program  added  to  the  National  Marine  Fishery  Service's 
FY  1995  budget.  As  a  result,  the  Canadian  contribution  will  be  reduced  $202,000 
because  of  the  Program  funding  formula.  This  erosion  to  the  program  comes  at  a 
time  when  the  Great  Lakes  Fishery  Commission  (Commission)  is  requesting  over 
$21  million  ($14.6  million  from  the  U.S.)  to  conduct  the  base  program,  and  initiate 
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control  of  sea  lamprey  populations  in  the  St.  Marys  River,  the  waterway  between 
Lakes  Superior  and  Huron,  to  head  off  a  collapse  of  Lake  Huron's  fish  community. 
In  addition,  a  critical  initiative  to  invigorate  the  barrier  program  was  to  have  begun 
in  FY  1996.  Barriers  to  upstream  migrations  of  spawning  lampreys  are  the  only 
basin-wide  alternatives,  at  present,  to  lampricide  application.  The  Commission  is 
committed  to  a  50  percent  reduction  in  chemical  applications  by  2001.  Without  a 
more  aggressive  barrier  program  this  commitment  is  not  feasible.  Enhanced 
funding  for  the  Commission  is  critically  important  for  FY  1996  to  protect  the  Great 
Lakes  fishery,  valued  at  over  $4  billion,  from  the  ravages  of  the  sea  lamprey. 

Question:  What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  doing  to  implement  the 
recommendations  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  Review  Panel? 

Answer:  The  Panel  issued  a  report  in  December  1994  identifying  31 
recommendations  for  the  redirection  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  in 
support  of  aquatic  ecosystem  management.  The  recommendations  addressed  the 
following  areas:  national  policy,  ecosystem  management,  mitigation,  threatened 
and  endangered  species,  evaluation  of  facilities,  recreational  fisheries,  aquaculture, 
and  outreach.  The  Service  is  conducting  an  internal  review  of  the 
recommendations.  Over  65  percent  of  the  recommendations  are  activities  that  are 
ongoing  in  refocusing  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System.  In  making  those 
recommendations,  the  Review  Panel  acknowledged  ongoing  efforts  of  the  Service 
and  suggested  that  infusion  of  additional  resources  would  accelerate 
implementation  of  its  recommendations. 

HATCHERY  TRANSFERS 

Question:  The  budget  proposes  to  transfer  11  fish  hatcheries  to  States  and 
tribes  or  close  them  if  these  entities  do  not  want  to  operate  them.  Can  you  tell  us 
how  these  hatcheries  were  selected,  including  any  factors  or  criteria  that  were 
considered? 

Answer:  A  three-step  method  was  used  to  identify  candidates  for  transfer, 
starting  with  all  of  the  74  hatcheries  in  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System.  A 
different  set  of  criteria  was  applied  in  each  step,  ultimately  leading  to  a  single  list  of 
candidates  for  transfer. 

STEP  ONE:  All  74  National  Fish  Hatcheries  were  evaluated  against  the  following 
three  criteria:  1)  Does  the  facility  make  an  integral  contribution  to  the  general 
stewardship  of  our  Nation's  fisheries?  2)  Does  the  hatchery  contribute  directly  to 
achieving  one  or  more  of  the  strategies  in  the  Service's  "Action  Plan  for  Fishery 
Resources"?  3)  Does  the  hatchery  provide  a  broad  and  significant  benefit  to  the 
public  (e.g.  provide  broodstock)?  All  74  hatcheries  met  each  of  these  criteria. 
They  were  then  evaluated  against  the  following  five  additional  criteria:  4)  Does 
the  hatchery  have  statutorily  mandated  or  implied  responsibilities  for  mitigating 
the  adverse  effects  of  Federal  water  development  projects?    5)  Does  the  facility 
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contribute  to  major  programs  for  restoring  interjurisdictional  resources  of 
national  significance?  6)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for 
recovering  species  that  have  been  designated  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
as  endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate  species?  7)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to 
major  programs  for  managing  fish  on  Service  lands?   8)  Does  the  facility  provide 

a  broad  support  function  (e.g.  provide  broodstock)  for  other  hatcheries  engaged 
in  restoring  fish  populations  or  mitigating  adverse  effects  of  water  development. 

STEP  TWO:  Most  of  the  Service's  hatcheries  met  criteria  1-8.  The  ones  that  did  not 
were  then  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  uniqueness  or  outstanding  features,  using 
the  following  attributes:  1)  An  unusually  large  production  capacity;  2)  An 
unusually  large  supply  of  high-quality  water;  3)  An  unusually  modern  and 
technologically-advanced  water  treatment  and  delivery  system;  4)  An  unusually 
effective  or  extensive  public  use  or  public  education  program  (e.g.  handicapped 
fishing  areas);  5)  An  unusually  important  or  strategic  geographic  location;  6)  An 
unusually  important  capacity  to  absorb  any  higher-priority  production  activities 
that  might  be  lost  by  closing  facilities  that  are  primarily,  but  not  exclusively, 
involved  in  lower-priority  activities;  and  7)  An  unusually  important 
relationship  to  the  effective  and  efficient  operation  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery 
System  as  a  whole.  [The  remaining  eleven  hatcheries  were  then  evaluated 
against  two  additional  criteria]. 

STEP  THREE:  The  following  two  criteria  were  used  to  evaluate  the  production  of 
the  hatcheries  that  were  not  found  to  possess  unique  or  outstanding  attributes: 
•  1)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  assisting  other  Federal  agencies  (e.g.  Forest 
Service,  National  Park  Service)  meet  their  fisheries  responsibilities  on  or  off 
their  lands?  2)  Does  the  facility  engage  in  production  activities  which  are 
integral  to  the  Service's  meeting  its  trust  responsibilities  to  Indian  Tribes?  [The 
eleven  candidates  for  transfer  were  arrayed  in  terms  of  the  magnitude  of  their 
contributions  to  the  lower-priority  work  areas  reflected  in  these  two  criteria]. 

Question:  The  Committee  has  already  heard  from  some  Members  in  whose 
district  these  hatcheries  are  located  that  their  States  cannot  afford  to  pick  up  the  cost 
of  operating  these  hatcheries  after  the  phase  out  of  the  Federal  transition  support 
grants.  In  those  cases,  what  is  the  rational  for  closure  of  these  hatcheries, 
considering  the  importance  of  the  hatcheries  to  the  local  economy? 

Answer:  The  Service  understands  the  importance  many  National  Fish 
Hatcheries  play  in  support  of  local  economies.  However,  the  decision  to  transfer  the 
hatcheries  is  based  on  the  need  to  focus  fisheries  activities  and  associated  resources 
on  meeting  Federal  responsibilities.  Those  facilities  that  did  not  have  a  high 
percentage  of  their  production  associated  with  mitigation  of  Federal  water 
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development  projects,  restoration  of  interjurisdictional  resources,  recovery  of 
endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate  species  that  have  been  designated  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  production  of  fish  for  Service  lands,  or  providing  a  broad 
support  function  to  the  entire  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  were  identified  for 
transfer. 

Question:  Can  you  tell  us  the  preliminary  indications,  which  are  subject  to 
change  and  final  commitment,  by  hatchery,  as  to  which  States  are  interested  in 
accepting  the  transfer  and  which  are  not? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  in  the  process  of  contacting  the  affected  States 
regarding  their  intention  to  operate  the  11  hatcheries  if  they  are  transferred/closed. 
The  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies  has  contacted  all  State 
Directors  to  determine  interest  in  assuming  the  operation  of  Service  hatcheries. 
Informal  State  responses  to  the  Service  and  written  correspondence  to  date  to  the 
International  concerning  the  transfer  offer  have  been  mixed.  Three  States 
(Mississippi,  North  Dakota,  and  West  Virginia)  have  expressed  strong  disagreement 
with  the  proposal,  stating  emphatically  that  they  are  not  interested  in  transfer  of 
facilities,  and  indicating  that  they  plan  to  work  with  their  Congressional  delegations 
to  deter  any  plans  for  transfer  or  closure  of  facilities  within  their  State.  Two  States 
(New  Mexico  and  Texas)  have  said  that  they  are  not  interested  in  assuming 
ownership  of  Service  facilities  within  their  State.  Two  States  (Georgia  and  South 
Carolina)  have  indicated  that  while  they  would  prefer  that  the  Service  continue  to 
operate  Service  facilities,  they  would,  as  a  last  resort,  consider  the  transfer  offer,  if 
adequate  transitional  funding  was  available.  And  three  States  (Alabama,  Kentucky, 
and  North  Carolina)  have  made  no  response  to  the  offer.  States  that  have  more 
than  one  Service  facility  located  within  their  boundaries,  and  that  have  indicated 
interest  in  a  transfer,  usually  state  a  preference  for  one  facility  over  another.  The 
State  of  Georgia  has  indicated  that  they  are  interested  in  Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH, 
but  they  have  not  indicated  any  interest  in  Bo  Ginn  NFH. 

Questioiu  What  is  the  date  on  which  the  transfers  will  become  effective? 

Answer  All  eleven  hatcheries  are  funded  through  September  30,  1995.  The 
Service  will  begin  formal  negotiations  with  the  affected  States  when  the 
Congressional  appropriations  process  for  FY  1996  has  been  completed. 

Question:  What  cost  will  be  incurred  in  1995  related  to  the  transfer  of  the 
hatcheries  and  what  is  the  schedule  for  proceeding  with  actions  relating  to  the 
transfer  such  as  relocation  of  personnel  and  equipment,  and  execution  of  agreement 
in  1995  and  1996? 

Answer  The  eleven  hatcheries  proposed  for  transfer  have  been  fully  funded 
for  FY  1995,  and  as  no  facilities  are  anticipated  to  be  transferred  or  closed  this  fiscal 
year,  no  costs  related  to  transfers  or  closures  should  be  incurred.  When  the 
Congressional  appropriations  process  for  FY  1996  has  been  completed,  the  Service 
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will  begin  to  implement  transfer  or  closure  procedures.  To  aid  the  orderly  trartsfer 
or  closure  process,  each  Region  is  currently  developing  personnel  and  equipment 
relocation  plans  for  affected  facilities  and  personnel.  These  plans  will  not  be 
implemented  until  the  beginning  of  FY  1996.  The  same  is  true  for  the  transfer 
Memoranda  of  Understanding  (MOU)  and  transitional  grant  agreement  proposals. 
While  no  transfers  are  anticipated  to  take  place  prior  to  October  1,  1995,  States  can 
initiate  the  paperwork  to  begin  the  transfer  process  and  submit  grant  proposals  for 
the  transitional  funding. 

Question:  How  will  employee  transfers  be  handled  and  how  many 
employees  will  be  separated  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  a  result  of  the 
hatchery  transfer? 

Answer:  Approximately  51  employees  will  be  affected  by  the  transfer  or 
closure  of  the  eleven  hatcheries.  Of  these  51  employees,  current  estimates  are  that 
up  to  10  will  accept  transfer  offers,  and  the  remaining  40  to  45  employees  will  be 
separated  from  the  Service.  Approximately  five  to  ten  of  the  separated  employees 
may  be  eligible  for  regular  or  early  retirement,  the  remainder,  including  many  long- 
term  employees,  will  be  eligible  only  for  severance  pay.  The  Service  is  establishing  a 
placement  office  to  assist  employees  in  finding  new  positions  if  they  are  willing  to 
transfer. 

Question:  What  are  the  cost  assiunptions  supporting  the  $1  million  request 
in  General  Administration  relating  to  the  transfer  of  11  fish  hatcheries? 

Answer:  Preliminary  estimates  are  that  it  will  cost  approximately  $1  million 
to  fund  personnel  and  other  costs  associated  with  transfer  or  closure  of  the  eleven 
hatcheries,  including:  $250,000  for  relocations/permanent  change  of  stations  for  the 
employees  that  choose  to  accept  other  positions  within  the  Service;  $500,000  for  pay 
retirement  and  severance  costs  of  the  employees  that  choose  not  to  be  relocated;  and 
$250,000  for  shutdown  of  the  facilities. 

Question:  How  will  the  transfer  of  the  land  and  facility  assets  be 
accomplished,  what  interim  arrangements  will  be  entered  into,  and  what  protection 
remains  that  the  States  will  retain  ownership  and  operate  the  hatcheries 
indefiiutely? 

Answer:  Initially  the  transfer  will  be  based  on  an  MOU  between  the  Service 
and  each  affected  State.  Legislation  would  later  be  proposed  for  a  fee-title  transfer  of 
the  facility  to  the  State.  Individual  arrangements  will  be  worked  out  once  tentative 
agreements  have  been  made  indicating  interest  in  transfer  of  a  facility. 

Question:  Do  you  need  new  statutory  authority  to  accomplish  any  of  these 
transfers? 

Answer:   Initially  the  transfer  will  be  based  on  an  MOU  between  the  Service 
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and  each  affected  State.  Later,  legislation  would  be  necessary  for  a  fee-title  transfer  of 
the  facility  to  the  States. 

Question:    For  each  hatchery,  provide  the  value,  the  annual  operating  cost, 
and  the  rationale  for  the  transfer  of  closure. 


Answer 

Hatchery 

1  Estimated  Value 

Operating  Cost 

Inks  Dam  NFH,  TX 

$4,012,000 

$264,000 

Mescalero  NFH,  NM 

$1,627,000 

$277,000 

Bo  Ginn  NFH,  GA 

$4,000,000 

$192,000 

Carbon  Hill  NFH,  AL 

$3,500,000 

$159,000 

Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH, 

GA             $5,000,000 

$292,000 

McKinney  Lake  NFH,  NC 

$4,000,000 

$179,000 

Meridian  NFH,  MS 

$3,500,000 

$225,000 

Walhalla  NFH,  SC 

$5,000,000 

$223,000 

Wolf  Creek  NFH,  KY 

$8,000,000 

$278,000 

Bowden  NFH,  WV 

$9,151,000 

$313,000 

Valley  City  NFH,  ND 

$6,769300 

$191,000 

$54,559,500 

$2,593,000 

1  Based  on  estimated  value  of  land,  buildings,  residences,  and  other  capital 
improvements. 

Rational  for  the  proposed  transfer  or  closures  Fish  production  from  the  eleven 
National  Fish  Hatcheries  proposed  for  transfer  primarily  supports  programs  for 
non-interjurisdictional  fish  species  (i.e.,  inland  stocking  of  fish  for  State  fisheries 
programs  and  on  Federal  lands).  Inks  Dam,  Bo  Ginn,  McKinney  Lake,  Carbon  Hill, 
Chattahoochee  Forest,  Meridian,  Walhalla,  Bowden,  Wolf  Creek,  and  Valley  City 
NFHs  emphasize  fish  production  and  distribution  to  Federal  (including  Forest 
Service)  and  especially  state  waters.  At  Mescalero  NFH,  production  is  targeted  to 
tribal  fisheries.  All  such  production  ranks  as  lower  priority  than  other  Service 
hatchery  programs. 

Question:  Cite  the  relevant  section  of  the  authorization  which  provides  the 
authority  to  use  Sport  Fish  Restoration  administrative  funds  for  operational  grants 
to  States  to  support  the  proposed  transfer  of  11  fish  hatcheries.  Is  there  a  precedent 
for  using  Sport  Fish  funds  in  this  manner? 

Answer:  The  Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Act  authorizes  the  use  of 
up  to  6%  for  administration  of  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  program,  including 
special  projects  that  provide  direct  benefits  to  states.  Authority  for  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  make  grants  is  found  in  Section  1  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act,  16  U.S.C.  661,  wherein  it  is  provided  that  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  "to  provide  assistance  to,  and  cooperate  with.  Federal,  State,  and  public 
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or  private  agencies  and  organizations  in  ...  carrying  out  other  measures  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  Act."  There  is  precedent  for  using  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  administrative  funds  for  special  projects  and,  in  fact,  $1.4  million  of 
admirxistrative  funds  v/ill  be  allocated  to  fund  new  projects. 

Question:  Could  the  transition  be  stretched  out  over  five  years,  decreasing  in 
20%  increments? 

Answer:  The  Service's  three-year  grant  program  is  intended  to  provide  the 
states  taking  over  the  operation  of  hatchery  facilities  the  time  to  plan  and  budget  for 
the  facilities.  As  this  is  typically  a  two-three  year  process,  the  Service  would  not 
support  extending  the  grant  program  beyond  three  years. 

Question:  If  you  had  to  save  an  additional  $1  million  through  additional 
hatchery  transfers,  which  hatcheries  would  you  add  to  the  list? 

Answer:  To  identify  additional  hatcheries  for  transfer,  the  Service  would 
have  to  set  priorities  among  those  activities  that  have  already  been  reviewed  and 
identified  as  Federal  responsibilities.   The  information  is  not  now  available. 

RECREATIONAL  HSHERIES  INITIATIVE 

Question:  The  budget  requests  $4  million  for  a  recreational  fisheries 
initiative.  How  does  this  proposal  fit  into  your  recently  published  Action  Plan  for 
Fishery  Resources  and  Aquatic  Ecosystems? 

Answer:  This  initiative  fully  compliments  and  will  assist  in  achieving  many 
of  the  priorities  and  action  components  identified  in  the  Action  Plan.  It  will  help 
provide  a  future  where  there  is  sufficient  diversity  and  abundance  of  aquatic  species 
to  provide  life  support  and  recreational  opportunities  for  all  people.  One  of  the 
highest  priorities  to  be  addressed  through  implementation  of  this  Action  Plan  is, 
"assuring  long-term  ecosystem  health  while  supporting  development  of  aquatic 
ecosystems,  fishery  resources,  and  compatible  recreational,  cultural,  and  other  uses." 

The  Action  Plan's  Component  10,  "Sustainable  Development:  Ensure  the  future 
quality  and  quantity  of  the  Nation's  fishery  resources  and  aquatic  ecosystems  while 
providing  public  benefit  and  use"  specifically  addresses  recreational  fisheries  in  two 
of  its  three  High  Priority  Actions. 

A.  Foster  sound  aquatic  conservation  and  restoration  endeavors  with  the 
recreational  fishing  industry  and  others  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  recreation 
fisheries  resources. 
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B.  Identify  recreational  fishing  opportunities  that  are  limited  by  water  quality  or 
habitat  degradation  and  promote  restoration  to  support  healthy  recreational 
fisheries. 

Question:  Could  this  initiative  be  funded  through  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Fund  in  partnership  with  the  States? 

Answer:  Although  States  are  conducting  numerous  important  projects 
under  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  to  benefit  recreational  anglers,  there  are 
certain  recreational  fisheries  that  State  programs  tend  not  to  address.  The 
Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative  will  fill  some  of  those  gaps  and  complement  State 
sport  fish  programs. 

State  funds  needed  to  match  funds  from  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  are 
derived  to  a  large  extent  from  license  fees  paid  by  resident  anglers.  Consequently, 
projects  that  offer  immediate  benefits  to  resident  anglers,  such  as  boating  access  and 
stocking  non-migratory  fish,  often  are  assigned  high  priority.  In  addition.  States 
generally  place  a  lower  priority  on  sport  fish  restoration  activities  on  National 
Wildlife  Refuges,  do  not  manage  fishery  resources  on  Tribal  Lands,  and  place  a 
lower  priority  on  interjurisdictional  fisheries  that  are  often  more  difficult  to  manage 
because  they  typically  involve  multiple  jurisdictions  and  species  that  require 
complex  management  approaches. 

Under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  the  Service  will  focus  on  recreational 
fishery  resources  where  there  is  a  clear  Federal  interest,  especially  those  resources 
that  are:  not  easily  managed  by  individual  States;  migratory  and  interjurisdictional 
in  nature;  located  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges;  Tribal  lands;  and  declining 
recreational  fish  species  that  are,  or  could  be,  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  The  initiative  will  support  projects  with  long-term  benefits  that  emphasize 
self-sustaining  wild  stocks.  For  example,  on-the-ground  improvements  to  critical 
fish  habitats,  the  cornerstone  of  the  initiative,  may  not  increase  numbers  of  fish 
caught  in  the  first  year,  but  once  realized,  the  benefits  of  this  one-time  investment 
will  continue  for  many  years.  Similarly,  the  genetic  character  of  wild  recreational 
species  must  be  determined  and  monitored  to  assure  their  genetic  integrity  is  not 
being  affected  by  management  actions  such  as  stocking.  Over  time,  such 
consequences  could  lead  to  unhealthy  populations  or  reduction  of  native  species  to 
the  point  where  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  necessary. 

Question:  How  much  funding  would  be  used  for  each  element  of  the 
initiative? 

Answer 

Element  1:  Fishery  Resources  Restoration  ($2.9  million)  This  element  consists  of 
on-the-ground  habitat  restoration  projects,  relies  on  partners  and  shared  funding, 
addresses  the  implementation  of  existing  management  plans,  and  involves 
imp>ortant  restoration  work  on  national  wildlife  refuges. 
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Element  2:  Partnerships  to  Assure  Biological  and  Genetic  Integrity  of  Wild  Stocks 
($1.0  million)  This  element  includes  evaluating  hatchery  contributions  to 
recreational  fisheries,  determining  key  genetic  characteristics  of  recreational  fish 
stocks,  and  seeking  to  achieve  a  balance  between  endangered  species  and 
recreational  fisheries. 

Element  3:   Ensuring  Abundant  Opportimities  for  Human  Use   ($128.000) 
Implementation   of   this   element   will   expand   the   Service's    liaison   with   the 
recreational   fisheries   community   and   promote   public   stewardship   for   the 
coi\servation  and  enhancement  of  recreational  fishery  resources  and  healti\y  aquatic 
ecosystems. 

Question:  Describe  how  the  projects  will  be  selected,  the  interagency 
coordination  efforts,  the  method  in  which  habitat  restoration  wUl  be  achieved,  and 
how  much  of  this  funding  will  be  spent  on  private  lands  versus  Federal  lands. 

Answer:  The  initiative  will  focus  on  significant  recreational  fisheries  in  high 
priority  geographic  areas,  where  success  can  be  measured  by  improved  recreational 
fish  populations,  improved  physical  habitat,  and  increased  public  participation  and 
use.  Project  proposals  will  be  evaluated  against  the  following  criteria: 

a.  Has  high  visibility. 

b.  Project  will  not  otherwise  be  implemented  in  F^  1996  (i.e.,  initiative  funding 
is  NOT  to  replace  base  funding  for  regularly  scheduled  activities). 

c.  Work  will  be  conducted  in  FY  1996. 

d.  Overhead/administrative  support  costs  do  not  exceed  20%  of  the  total  project 
cost. 

e.  Fish  or  anglers  will  benefit  within  one  year. 

Each  proposal  meeting  the  selection  criteria  will  be  ranked  using  the  following 
additional  criteria: 

a.  Involves    "on    the    ground"    fish    habitat    restoration,    fish    population 
management  or  protection  of  biological  or  genetic  integrity  of  wild  stocks. 

b.  Is  a  component  of  an  existing  plan  (ecosystem/restoration/management). 

c.  Includes  non-Federal  partners.    (Target:  40%  cost  sharing,  with  no  more  than 
10%  in-kind  services.) 

d.  Achieves  measurable  objectives  and  outputs. 

e.  Has  high  recreational  fisheries  value. 

f.  Focuses  on  native  fish  species. 

g.  Has  been  coordinated  locally  among  State  and  Federal  resource  agencies, 
h.        Contains  public  outreach/education  component. 

i.         Is  divisible  into  smaller  units  (i.e.,  project  could  be  implemented  in  stages 
commensurate  with  funding  allocation). 


349 


Contracts,  grants,  memoranda  of  understanding,  and  the  Service  workforce  will  be 
employed  as  appropriate  to  implement  projects.  The  Service  will  plan  and  conduct 
these  activities  in  coordination  with  States,  Tribes,  the  private  Sector,  and  other 
Federal  agencies.  The  Initiative's  primary  purpose  is  to  promote  on-the-ground 
restoration  activities  through  Service  partnerships  with  recreational  fisheries 
stakeholders,  including  States,  Tribes,  conservation  and  angling  groups,  private 
landowners,  and  in  collaboration  with  other  Federal  agencies.  The  intent  is  to 
leverage  Federal  funds  with  non-Federal  cash  and  in-kind  contributions  to  enhance 
fish  habitat  and  increase  understanding  of  aquatic  ecosystems  and  better  meet  the 
nation's  recreational  fisheries  needs.  Improvements  to  critical  fish  habitats  will  be 
realized  within  the  first  year  but  the  benefits  of  this  one-time  investment  will 
continue  for  many  years. 

Projects  include  streambank  restoration  involving  riparian  fencing,  revegetation, 
and  bank  stabilization.  In-stream  habitat  enhancement  projects  include 
construction  and  placement  of  structures  to  increase  habitat  diversity  through 
development  of  scour  holes,  undercut  banks,  riffles,  and  other  habitat  types  critical 
for  survival  of  targeted  species. 

About  one  third  of  the  habitat  restoration  projects  selected  for  implementation  in 
Fiscal  Year  1996  are  located  on  private  lands,  with  the  remaining  two-thirds  on 
Federal,  State,  and  Tribal  lands.  About  one  third  of  the  funding  will  be  spent  on  this 
private  lands  restoration  work.  Partnerships  between  private  landowners.  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  and  Tribes  will  result  in  work  occurring  on  a  mixture  of  lands  in 
many  projects.  The  Service  coordinates  regularly  with  stakeholders  and  other 
management  agencies  in  identifying  restoration  and  conservation  projects  for 
interjurisdictional  species  that  support  recreational  fisheries. 

nSH  STOCKING 

Question:  There  appear  to  be  instances  where  fish  are  stocked  in  locations 
because  that  has  been  the  practice  as  long  as  one  can  remember,  not  necessarily 
because  of  a  conscious  decision  made  with  reference  to  a  fishery  management  plan. 
How  much  fish  stocking  takes  place  in  areas  where  the  stocking  is  not  done  to 
implement  a  specifically  developed  fishery  management  plan  or  endangered  species 
recovery  plan? 

Answer:  Over  the  past  several  years,  the  Service's  Fisheries  program  has 
undergone  a  realignment  process  to  ensure  that  all  Service  hatchery  and 
management  programs  are  based  on  approved  fishery  management  plans  and  are 
compatible  with  the  preservation  of  native  and  wild  fish  populations.  Stocking 
programs  are  undertaken  only  when:  1)  specific  management  objectives  are  being 
achieved  and  are  documented  in  a  specific  plan,  2)  monitoring  programs  are  in  place 
to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  hatchery  product  being  stocked,  3)  hatchery 
production  is  undertaken  using  sound  genetics  management  to  ensure  preservation 
of  genetics  diversity  and  integrity,  and  4)  proper  consideration  is  given  to 


350 


maintaining  the  diversity  of  native  stocks.  One  of  the  Service's  Priority  Objectives 
for  FY  1995  directs  each  Region  to  review  all  fishery  management  plans  that  guide 
production  and  stocking  from  National  Fish  Hatcheries.  Those  stocking  programs 
that  do  not  have  documented  plans  with  specific  goals  and  objectives  are  not  a 
Service  responsibility  and  will  be  phased  out. 

Question:  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  currently  stocking  any  fish  on 
private  lands?  Is  so,  where,  why  and  how  much  does  it  cost? 

Answer:  The  only  stocking  that  the  Service  is  involved  with  on  private  lands 
is  imder  the  farm  pond  program.  In  1987,  the  Service  began  to  discontinue  the  farm 
pond  program  after  conducting  the  program  for  almost  30  years.  At  that  time  the 
Service  received  Congressional  instructions  to  continue  the  program  in  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  and  Arkansas.  However,  as  of  January  1995,  the  Service  began  the 
process  of  terminating  the  program.  The  Service  feels  that  the  private  sector  is  now 
able  to  provide  fish  at  a  nominal  cost  to  landowners  for  stocking  farm  ponds.  The 
involved  Regions  have  been  instructed  to  provide  the  States  with  a  reasonable 
period  of  transition.  The  anticipated  cost  savings  of  discontinuing  this  program  is 
$75,000. 

Question:  What  percent  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  hatchery  stocking  is 
subject  to  periodic  thorough  evaluations,  to  determine  actual  accomplishments 
such  as  cost  effectiveness  in  terms  of  fish  returning  to  spawn  or  reaching  catchable 
size  per  dollar  invested  in  hatchery  production? 

Answer:  The  extent  and  approaches  to  fish  stocking  evaluation  differ  within 
the  Service  and  among  the  States.  The  Service  has  become  increasingly  aware  of  the 
need  to  evaluate  the  success  of  hatchery  programs  and  efforts  have  intensified  in 
this  regard.  These  assessment  efforts  have  often  been  undertaken  as  part  of  a 
specific  resource  evaluation  plan,  and  accordingly,  approaches  vary.  However, 
while  the  percent  of  hatchery  stocking  subject  to  evaluations  per  se  is  not 
monitored,  designated  hatchery-product  evaluation  monies  from  Hatchery 
Operations  and  Maintenance  funding  are  currently  $2,000,000  annually.  The  States 
actively  conduct  fishery  management  studies  to  evaluate  the  success  of  stocking 
efforts  in  several  programs  in  which  the  Service  participates. 

Question:  The  budget  proposes  $1.4  million  for  equipment  replacement 
primarily  for  safety  reasons.  How  are  these  items  currently  budgeted  and  how  much 
is  spent  for  this  purpose  aimually? 

Answer  Through  FY  1995  the  Service  has  funded  the  replacement  of  heavy 
equipment  from  refuge  and  hatchery  maintenance.  Since  FY  1993  the  Service  spent 
$5-7  million  annually  for  the  replacement  of  heavy  equipment  .  Through  FY  1995, 
replacement  of  equipment  has  been  accomplished  independently  in  each  region 
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without  the  benefit  of  a  national  process  to  assure  that  highest  priority  needs  are 
met  and  that  equipment  is  replaced  before  it  exceeds  its  useful  life  cycle  and  becomes 
dangerous  for  Service  employees  to  operate. 

Question:  Is  there  an  offsetting  downward  base  adjustment  elsewhere  in  the 
budget  to  fund  the  equipment  replacement  increase? 

Answer  There  is  no  offsetting  downward  adjustment  to  ftmd  the  equipment 
replacement  increase. 

Question:  How  is  the  new  equipment  replacement  activity  related  to 
streamlining,  and  what  is  the  advantage  over  the  existing  method  of  addressing 
safety  concerns? 

Answer:  Currently  there  is  no  Servicewide  program  to  prioritize  equipment 
replacement  and  repair  based  on  the  useful  life  span  of  aircraft,  boats  and  other 
heavy  equipment.  Regular  maintenance  and  inspection  of  equipment  is  part  of  the 
day-to-day  activities  of  regional  maintenance  staff.  Decisions  regarding  the 
replacement  of  outdated  and  malfunctioning  equipment  are  made  independently  at 
the  field  station  or  regional  level. 

This  program  will  provide  a  national  focus  for  occupational  health  and  safety 
concerns  related  to  equipment  used  in  field  operations,  as  well  as  a  mechanism  for 
ensuring  long-term  savings  through  prioritization  of  equipment  purchase  and 
replacement.  Time  and  financial  resources  will  be  conserved  when  up-to-date,  safe 
equipment  is  available  for  priority  field  operations,  rather  than  having  the  field 
dependent  on  equipment  that  is  unsafe,  in  disrepair  or  inappropriate. 

Savings  will  be  realized  with  implementation  of  a  standard  replacement  schedule  as 
equipment  that  has  exceeded  its  useful  life  expectancy  requires  more  man  hours  to 
repair  and  maintain.  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  incidence  of  injury  will  be 
reduced  and  savings  may  be  possible  with  reductions  in  workers'  compensation 
claims  and  payments  and  increased  productivity  with  the  use  of  safe,  modern 
equipment. 

PERSONNEL  STREAMLINING 

Question:  How  much  of  the  personnel  streamlining  increase  is  for  training 
and  how  much  is  for  equipment? 

Answer:  Approximately  35  percent  ($250,000)  of  the  personnel  streamlining 
increase  would  be  devoted  to  training  to  augment  the  computer  literacy  of  Service 
managers  and  provide  specific  instruction  on  the  Department's  automated  systems 
that  support  personnel  streamlining.  The  remaining  65  percent  ($450,000)  would  be 
used  for  equipment  upgrades  and  modifications  necessary  to  communicate  and 
interact  with  those  automated  systems. 
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Question:  How  much  of  the  personnel  streamlining  increase  will  be  directed 
to  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center? 

Answer:  Although  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  will  be 
consulted  regarding  training  methodology,  no  part  of  the  personnel  streamlining 
increase  will  be  directed  to  that  organization.  The  increase  will  be  allocated  among 
the  Service's  Headquarters  and  Regional  Offices  and,  ultimately,  be  directed  to 
system  users. 

Question:  Provide  a  breakdown  of  FTEs  at  the  National  Education  and 
Training  Center  by  category  such  as  instructors,  administration,  maintenance,  etc. 

Answen  In  FY  1996,  the  NETC  plans  to  have  approximately  73  FTEs  on  board. 
Of  this  total,  approximately  45  FTEs  will  be  directly  involved  in  training  operations; 
approximately  12  will  conduct  education  activities;  and  approximately  3  FTEs  will 
work  on  training  material  production.  Approximately  13  FTE  will  be  involved  in 
facility  operations  including  such  tasks  as  finance,  contracting,  computer  and 
telecommunications  and  facility  maintenance  oversight.  Maintenance,  lodging, 
food  service  and  other  related  facility  management  activities  will  be  performed  by 
contract  personnel,  with  oversight  by  a  Service  facility  manager  and  a  small  quality 
assurance  staff. 

Question:  Will  the  full  cost  of  training  non-Service  employees  at  the  NETC 
be  bourn  by  those  students? 

Answer:  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Service  to  seek  reimbursement  for  the  full  cost 
of  training  non-Service  students.  They  will  be  charged  for  tuition,  room  and  board, 
and  other  training-related  expenses  such  as  transportation. 
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Question:  Provide  a  table  from  1993  -1999  showing  staffing  levels,  annual  and 
cumulative  staffing  reduction,  and  cumulative  savings. 

Answer:  The  table  below  provides  staffing  levels,  annual  and  cumulative 
staffing  reductions,  and  cumulative  savings  for  Fiscal  Years  1993  -  1996. 
Streamlining  reductions  for  1997  - 1999  have  not  yet  been  accloated  to  the  bureaus  by 
the  Department. 


FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Full-Time  Equivalents  (FTE) 
Staffing  Reductions: 
Annual 
Cumulative 

8,753 

7,601 

251 
251 

7,682 

222 
473 

7,707 

21 
494 

Savings  (in  thousands): 
Annual  Savings 
Cumulative  Savings 

$  10,230 
$  10,230 

$  9,685 
$19,915 

$      674 
$  20,589 

Savings  include  staffing  and  administrative  reductions  for  streamlining. 

FY  1993  and  FY  1994  FTE  are  actual  usage. 

FY  1995  -  99  include  Job  Corps  and  Fire  Protection  allocation  account 

FTE  from  other  appropriations. 

FY  1996  reflects  the  President's  Budget  request. 

Question:  The  Committee  iinderstands  that  to  date  the  staffing  reductions 
were  largely  accomplished  through  the  use  of  buyouts.  What  is  the  strategy  for 
achieving  staffing  reductions  beyond  1995? 

Answer  The  Service  has  accomplished  its  staffing  reductions  up  until  now 
through  the  elimination  of  positions  once  they  are  vacated  via  buyouts  and 
transfers.  To  date,  473  employees  have  taken  advantage  of  the  buyout  opportunities. 
The  FY  1996  budget  request  will  achieve  a  reduction  of  21  FTE  through  the 
consolidation  of  Service  Engineering  expertise  at  the  Engineering  Center  in  Denver. 
In  FY  1997  and  beyond,  the  Service  will  delayer  the  organization  and  reengineer 
processes  in  efforts  to  simplify  administrative  functions  and  direct  resources  to  the 
field.  Headquarters  and  management  functions  performed  in  the  headquarters  and 
regional  offices  will  continue  to  be  downsized.  Almost  50  percent  of  headquarters 
staffing  will  have  been  reduced  by  the  end  of  FY  1999  through  staffing  reductions 
and  redirection  of  activities  to  the  field.  The  numbers  of  supervisory  and 
management  positions  will  be  reduced  until  a  supervisory  ratio  of  1:15  is  reached 
and  the  number  of  employees  in  administrative  occupations  such  as  personnel, 
acquisition,  budget,  and  accounting,  will  continue  to  be  reduced. 
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Question:  Under  Phase  Two  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  what 
process  and  criteria  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  using  to  identify  functions, 
activities,  and  programs  that  can  be  eliminated,  consolidated,  privatized  or 
devolved  to  state  and  local  government? 

Answer  The  Service  is  using  the  steps  provided  by  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  and  the  National  Performance  Review  in  identifying  functions, 
activities,  and  programs  that  can  be  eliminated,  consolidated,  privatized  or 
devolved  to  state  and  local  government.  A  copy  of  the  decision-making  process 
guidelines  is  attached. 
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RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  -  IMPACT  OF  A  FUNDING  FREEZE 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  of  freezing  the  Resource  Management 
account  at  the  1995  enacted  level.  Assuming  reallocations  among  activities  and 
subactivities  to  cover  the  $9.3  million  in  uncontrollable  costs  and  avoid  layoffs  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible. 

Answer:  Absorption  of  the  uncontrollable  costs  ($9.3  million)  and 
elimination  of  program  increases  (-$12.9  million)  would  result  in  decreases  to  field 
level  programs  including,  for  example:  reduced  HCP  assistance  to  meet  rising  public 
demand  in  the  Southwest,  Southeast  and  Northwest;  reduced  recovery  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  with  the  goal  of  eventual  downlisting  or 
delisting;  reduced  trust  species  habitat  restoration  activities  in  partnership  with 
private  landowners  impacting  over  2,000  acres;  reduced  visitor  and  public  use 
programs  on  refuges;  reduced  ability  of  law  enforcement  agents  and  port  inspectors 
to  provide  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds,  marine  mammals,  endangered  and 
threatened  species  and  fishery  resources;  reduced  migratory  bird  survey  and  data 
collection  efforts  thereby  impeding  work  with  the  states  to  develop  hunting 
regulations;  and  reduced  habitat  restoration  and  wild  stock  management  for 
restoration  of  Atlantic  salmon.  Pacific  salmon  and  Great  Lakes  lake  trout  population 
restoration. 

BILL  LANGUAGE  CHANGES 

Questioiu  The  budget  proposes  to  make  $1  million  in  no  year  funds  available 
for  contaminant  sample  analysis  to  avoid  unscheduled  price  increases  resulting 
from  new  contracts.  How  would  extending  the  availability  of  funds  solve  this 
problem? 

Answer  A  large  amount  of  samples  are  collected  during  the  last  quarter  of 
the  fiscal  year.  Sample  costs  and  study  approvals  for  these  analyses  are  estimated  a 
year  in  advance  of  submittal  from  the  field  to  the  laboratories.  Having  no  year 
funding  could  allow  for  more  flexibility  in  the  administration  of  contracts  so  that 
unscheduled  price  increases  would  be  minimized.  Further,  this  authority  is  desired 
because  the  fiscal  year  ends  in  the  middle  of  the  field  sampling  season,  which  varies 
geographically  over  the  country.  This  creates  unreasonable  time  constraints  for 
preparing  the  required  documentation  and  processing  the  samples  for  sending  the 
samples  to  contract  laboratories  in  order  to  expend  current  fiscal  year  funds 
approved  for  each  project.  Additionally,  contract  laboratories  can  become 
overwhelmed  with  samples  leading  to  delays  in  analysis  and  the  increased 
likelihood  of  rushed  analyses  that  may  not  be  subject  to  good  laboratory  practice. 

Question:  Is  the  provision  of  no  year  funds  the  only  solution  to  this 
problem? 
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Answer  This  is  the  most  logical  solution.  This  authority  was  previously 
provided  by  Congress  to  the  Service  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  National  Biological 
Service.  This  program  is  now  being  returned  to  the  Service  and  the  appropriation 
language  should  be  restored.  It  is  the  best  way  to  minimize  delays  as  well  as 
uncontrolled  cost  increases  associated  with  sample  analysis  while  assuring  quality 
results. 

Question:  The  budget  proposes  to  make  $26.7  million  in  no-year  funds 
available  for  maintenance  to  lengthen  the  time  for  planning  and  design,  permitting 
and  construction  phases  of  maintenance  projects.  What  problems  are  caused  by  the 
current  annual  fimding  cycle? 

Answer:  The  requirement  to  obligate  maintenance  funds  within  the  fiscal 
year  appropriated  is  a  major  obstacle  in  the  completion  of  high  priority  maintenance 
projects.  The  principle  problem  is  the  time  it  takes  for  solicitation  of  bids,  awarding  a 
contract,  initiation  of  work  and  completion.  Such  delays  can  lead  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  time  for  the  requisite  planning  and  design,  permitting  and  construction 
phases  of  maintenance  projects.  Appropriation  of  no-year  money  for  major 
maintenance  projects  would  improve  efficiencies  in  planning  and  project 
implementation  and  would  allow  managers  to  focus  limited  resources  on  the  most 
critical  projects  in  a  cost  effective  manner. 

Question:  Since  maintenance  personnel  costs  are  proposed  for  transfer  to  the 
operations  budget,  would  the  transfer  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  maintenance 
budget  to  the  coi\struction  account,  to  be  set  up  as  a  new  activity  managed  by  refuge 
operations  personnel,  accomplish  the  same  goals  as  the  requested  language? 

Answer:  The  Construction  account  is  a  projed-hased  account  that  has  no  base 
other  than  construction  management.  This  program  requires  a  stable  and  corxsistent 
level  of  funding  as  there  is  an  annual  requirement  for  maintenance  of  Federal 
facilities.  In  some  instances,  it  is  not  possible  to  complete  the  projects  and  obligate 
the  funds  in  one  year.  Therefore,  the  inclusion  of  no-year  language  for 
maintenance  in  Resource  Management  is  the  optimum  arrangement. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  WETLANDS  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question:  What  is  the  minimum  funding  level  required  to  maintain  the 
Canadian  infrastructure? 

Answer:  Any  amount  less  than  the  currently  proposed  level  of  funding 
would  sever  the  Canadian  infrastructure  for  delivering  the  program.  The  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  (Plan)  identifies  the  "prairies"  of  Canada 
and  the  U.S.  as  highest  priority  areas  for  waterfowl  population  recovery.  The  North 
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American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  en\phasizes  the  importance  of  Canada  to 
migratory  bird  conservation  in  requiring  that  at  least  50%  and  not  more  than  70%  of 
available  funds  shall  be  allocated  to  Canada  and  Mexico,  with  the  remainder 
allocated  to  the  U.S. 

As  a  result  of  the  Plan  and  the  Act,  partnerships  formed  immediately.  In  Canada, 
non-governmental  conservation  organizations  (NGOs)  took  the  lead  in  delivering 
wetlands  conservation  projects  because  provincial  governments  could  not  respond. 
The  NGO  action  was  predicated  on  receiving  sufficient  U.S.  matching  funds 
(primarily  from  States)  and  Canadian  government  funds  to  maintain  a  professional 
cadre  of  biologists,  agronomists,  and  engineers  to  sustain  the  infrastructure  needed 
to  deliver  highest  priority  wetland  and  associated  habitat  restoration  and 
cor\servation  actions  in  Canada. 

Canada  built  its  delivery  infrastructure  in  1990  based  on  a  minimum  of  $7.5  Million 
(50%  of  $15M),  the  amount  appropriated  in  1990.  In  response  to  decreases  in 
subsequent  fiscal  years,  provincial  and  private  partners  restructured  and  dowi«ized 
newly-hired  delivery  staffs,  suffering  internal  organizational  unrest  and  loss  of 
confidence  by  the  boards  governing  the  provinces  and  NGOs  involved.  Canada  is 
currently  experiencing  downsizing  pressures  from  provincial  and  Federal  sources. 
Any  further  downsizing  caused  by  decreased  U.S.  funding  and  the  matching  U.S. 
funds  will  cause  now  fragile  partnerships  to  disintegrate.  Provincial  and  NGO 
partners  will  respond  by  downsizing  delivery  staff  to  a  level  that  they  can  support 
with  internal  funding  rather  than  allow  themselves  to  be  controlled  by  unreliable 
outside  funding.  The  existing  Canadian-U.S.  partnerships  are  at  a  critical  stage. 

Delivery  of  a  national  level  conservation  program  in  Canada  is  very  difficult  to 
sustain  in  a  climate  of  fluctuating  annual  funding  support,  but  the  partners  there 
have  restructured  for  a  minimum  level  of  $9M.  As  they  did  so,  they  established  an 
infrastructure  that  could  be  expanded  to  handle  up  to  their  share  of  the  full- 
authorized  level  of  $30M. 

Questioiu  What  percentage  of  the  international  funding  is  spent  in  Mexico? 
Has  that  percentage  increased  since  the  passage  of  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Act? 

Answer:  As  of  the  September,  1994  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Commission  meeting,  total  grant  funds  to  Mexico  equal  $1,372,329.  This  is  about 
one  percent  of  the  total  $124  million  in  grant  funds  available  and  represents  17 
projects,  including  some  multi-phase  projects  funded  more  than  once.  In  each  of 
the  program's  five  years,  funding  for  projects  in  Mexico  has  remained 
approximately  1%  of  total  grant  funds  for  that  fiscal  year.  However,  increased  match 
monies  and  projects  are  expected  to  be  forthcoming  as  a  result  of  a  1994  amendment 
to  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act,  allowing  non-U.S.  sources  to 
provide  the  match. 
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FY     #  PROTECTS  GRANT  AMOUNT 


1991 

4 

$160,693 

1992 

1 

$116,500 

1993 

5 

$550,039 

1994 

5 

$387,689 

1995  (to  date) 

2 

$157,408 

TOTAL  (to  date):  17  $1,372,329 

Question:  What  progress  has  been  made  with  the  North  American  program  in 
Mexico? 

Answer  The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council  (Council)  has 
set  aside  about  5%  of  funds  through  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation 
(Act)  annually  for  Mexican  projects.  However,  adequate  projects  have  not  been 
proposed  by  Mexican  partners.  Mexican  governmental  and  non-governmental 
partners  concerned  with  wetlands  conservation  have  only  recently  begun  to  organize 
in  Mexico  to  determine  systematically  where  priority  projects  are  and  what  work 
needs  to  be  done.  Communicating  the  requirements  of  Federal  grants  projects  to 
grant  applicants  in  Mexico  has  been  slow,  partially  due  to  frequent  changes  in  the 
Mexican  government  agency  responsible  for  forwarding  proposals  to  the  North 
American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council.  Match  monies  have  also  been  limiting, 
but  should  be  forthcoming  as  a  result  of  the  1994  amendment  to  the  Act  allowing 
non-U.S.  sources  as  match. 

Significant  progress  was  made  in  1994.  Mexico  signed  the  1994  Update  to  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  (Plan)  in  May,  1994,  thereby  becoming  a  full 
partner  with  the  U.S.  and  Canada.  Following  its  signature  to  the  Plan,  Mexico 
appointed  six  members  to  the  Plan  Committee  to  stimulate  participation  in  Plan 
implementation.  A  wetlands  newsletter  has  been  established.  Workshops  have  been 
held  to  build  partnerships.  New  NGOs  have  formed.  Mexican  State  governments 
and  universities  have  established  wetlands  programs  in  response  to  Council 
encovu"agement. 

Mexican  partnerships  generated  through  the  Act  made  significant  progress  in  1994. 
In  a  ground-breaking  effort,  a  3.5M  acre  reserve  was  established  and  the  Management 
Plan  for  the  Colorado  River  Delta  Biosphere  Reserve  in  the  States  of  Sonora  and  Baja 
California  was  completed  with  substantial  public  involvement,  a  new  concept  in 
Mexico.  Management  activities  are  now  underway  in  this  important  wetland 
complex.  High  quality  wetland  mapping  was  completed  in  the  States  of  Sinaloa, 
Tamaulipas,  Nayarit,  and  Baja.  In  the  States  of  Tamaulipas  and  Sonora,  Ducks 
Unlimited  de  Mexico  and  PRONATURA  initiated  respective  environmental 
education  programs  designed  to  promote  the  involvement  of  local  people  in  the 
conservation  of  coastal  wetlands. 


360 


The  value  of  wetlands  conservation  is  increasingly  recognized  in  Federal  and  State 
planning  efforts  in  Mexico,  and  among  the  public  at  large.  New  partnerships  are 
being  formed  in  two  critical  coastal  wetland  areas,  the  Centla  Marshes  of  Tabasco  and 
Marismas  Nacionales  in  Nayarit,  and  proposals  for  Act  funding  are  under 
development. 

Question:  What  new  grantees  has  the  program  involved  recently  in 
accordance  with  the  language  of  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act 
which  requires  partnerships? 

Answer:  Any  person  or  organization  may  apply  for  a  grant  if  they  can  prove 
that  the  project  area  will  be  maintained  for  its  long-term  wetlands  conservation 
values.  For  82  U.S.  projects  proposed  for  funding  in  FY  1994,  17  were  from  new  grant 
applicants,  and  six  were  funded.  The  new  successful  grantees  were  Boy  Scouts  of 
America;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society;  Vermont 
Chapter  of  The  Nature  Conservancy;  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources; 
and  Washington  Department  of  Wildlife. 

Since  its  inception,  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund  has 
established  185  grant  agreements  for  317  projects  with  70  grantees  and  342  partners  in 
Canada,  the  U.S.,  and  Mexico. 

Question:  What  activities  would  not  be  accomplished  without  the  $3M 
increase  for  this  program? 

Answer:  Since  partners  continue  to  contribute  about  two  dollars  for  every 
grant  dollar  received,  an  appropriation  level  of  $12M  would  mean  about  an 
additional  $24M  from  partners,  yielding  a  total  of  $36M  available  for  wetlands 
conservation  activities  across  North  America.  Failure  to  fund  the  $3M  increase 
would,  by  the  same  formula,  result  in  $9M  less  available  for  North  American 
wetlands  conservation.  Based  on  past  program  accomplishments,  $36M  would 
impact  about  145,000  acres  of  wetlands  and  associated  uplands  through  voluntary, 
non-regulatory  acquisition,  restoration,  and  enhancement  efforts.  Hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  resulting  from  recreation  activities  associated  with  wetlands  will 
be  lost  to  local  economies.  Wetlands  benefits  such  as  flood  control  abatement, 
erosion  control,  and  groundwater  recharge  would  also  be  lost  as  well  as  benefits  to 
wetland-dependent  wildlife  and  plant  species,  including  endangered  species. 

COOPERATIVE  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question:  The  budget  for  the  fish  and  Wildlife  Service  proposes  a  new  $27 
million  grant  program  for  States  to  purchase  land  for  habitat  conservation  plans. 
How  will  the  funds  be  distributed  and  what  criteria  will  be  applied  to  ensure  the 
highest  priority  species  or  groups  of  species  are  addressed? 
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Answer:  Although  the  actual  program  has  not  been  finalized,  it  will  work 
much  like  the  current  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund  grants- 
to-states  program,  which  allocates  funding  based  on  a  75%  Federal  and  25%  State 
cost  share  basis.  Proposals  will  be  analyzed  using  criteria  that  will  consider  things 
such  as  listed  sfwcies,  proposed  species,  candidate  species,  ecosystem  protection  and 
other  factors.  Preference  will  be  given  to  plans  with  broader  scope  or  coverage. 

Questiotu  What  portion  of  these  funds  will  be  allocated  to  candidate  species 
versus  listed  species? 

Answer:  Since  the  numbers  of  candidate  species  as  well  as  the  ratio  of 
candidate  species  to  listed  species  will  vary  greatly  from  proposal  to  proposal,  it  is 
impossible  to  determine  what  proportion  of  funding  will  be  allocated  to  candidate 
spedes.  Also,  it  is  likely  that  an  acre  of  land  that  is  acquired  could  benefit  listed  as 
well  as  candidate  species.  This  factor  further  complicates  the  ability  to  determine,  in 
any  meaningful  manner,  a  comparison  of  dollars  spent  on  listed  versus  candidate 
spedes. 

Question:  Will  these  funds  have  to  be  spent  on  the  development  of  formal 
HCPs  and  subsequent  land  acquisitiotv  or  can  it  be  used  by  States  for  other  means  of 
habitat  conservation  such  as  conservation  easements,  purchase  of  development 
rights,  development  of  conservation  agreements,  or  other  types  of  incentives  for 
habitat  conservation? 

Answer:  The  assistance  will  be  available  for  land  acquisition  in  support  of 
HCPs  and  broader  habitat-based  planning  efforts,  as  long  as  the  primary  benefidaries 
include  listed  or  candidate  species.  Support  will  be  limited  to  land  acquisition 
programs  only. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  grant  funds  can  be  used  for  state  and  local 
administrative  costs? 

Answer:  At  the  present  time  there  has  been  no  decision  on  how  the  funds 
granted  to  the  States  would  be  allocated  for  administrative  costs.  This  could  be  the 
state  and  local  contribution  to  the  75:25  percent  funding.  Because  the  amount  of 
funds  required  for  adnninistrative  costs  would  depend  on  the  size  and  complexity  of 
the  habitat  Conservation  Plan,  the  funds  needed  to  support  administrative  costs 
would  vary  greatly  among  plans.  Funding  proposals  would  be  evaluated  similarly  to 
existing  section  6  program  proposals,  which  may  include  some  administrative  costs. 

Question:  What  is  the  average  size  and  niunber  of  grants  anticipated  for  this 
program  in  1996? 
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Answer:  The  average  size  and  number  of  grants  anticipated  in  FY  1996  can 
not  been  determined  because  it  depends  on  the  nature  of  proposals  received. 
However,  the  FWS  believes  that  the  total  funding  requested  by  proposals  in  FY  1996 
will  greatly  exceed  the  $28  million  budgeted 

Question:  What  are  the  matching  requirements  that  you  are  proposing  for 
this  program? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  provide  up  to  75%  of  the 
funding  required  on  approved  purchases. 

Question:  Would  you  support  bill  language  in  the  appropriations  bill 
requiring  a  50%  matching  requirement  for  these  grants? 

Answer:  The  Service  believes  that  a  50%  match  would  place  too  much 
burden  on  the  states,  local  entities  and  the  private  sector  to  allow  the  program  to 
operate  at  maximum  efficiency. 

Question:  Is  there  evidence  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  able  to 
award  $27  million  in  grants  with  a  50%  match  requirement? 

Answer:  It  is  possible  that  the  program  could  successfully  award  the  $27 
million  with  a  50%  match  requirement.  However,  Service  has  determined  that  a 
75%  percent  match  would  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  program.  The  current 
Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund  program  had  initially  started 
with  a  50%  match  requirement,  but  was  subsequently  changed  to  75%.  The  Service 
has  used  this  past  experience  with  the  grant  requirements  when  developing  this 
new  program. 

Question:  Can  States  use  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Funds,  Federal  Aid  in 
Wildlife  Restoration,  or  other  Federal  funds  for  their  match? 

Answer:  The  matching  funds  will  be  limited  to  cash  contributions  or 
donations  of  land  or  interests  in  land.  Use  of  cash  from  other  federal  programs  will 
not  be  allowed. 

Question:  Will  you  be  proposing  regulations  to  implement  this  program? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Service  will  draft  and  finalize  regulations  regarding  the 
implementation  of  this  program.  Regulations  are  necessary  to  clearly  define  the 
criteria  for  the  program  and  its  implementation.  These  criteria  will  either  be 
executed  as  supplemental  to  the  existing  general  criteria  set  forth  in  section  6(d)  or  as 
separate  from  and  independent  of  those  criteria.  Ultimately,  the  new  allocation 
criteria  should  be  incorporated  into  50  CFR  Part  81. 
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Question:  States  already  receive  significant  Federal  grants  from  taxes  on 
hunting  and  fishing  equipment  of  various  types.  Can  the  proposed  HCP  land 
acquisition  program  be  funded  through  the  Sport  fish  Restoration  fund's  grants  to 
states,  or  the  grants  made  to  states  through  the  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration? 

Answer:  Only  a  funding  source  such  as  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund,  which  is  specifically  authorized  to  provide  grants  to  States  to 
promote  the  recovery  of  listed  species,  should  be  considered  to  fund  HCP  land 
acquisitions.  By  contrast,  the  intent  of  the  Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Act 
is  to  assist  states  in  carrying  out  projects  to  restore,  enhance,  and  manage  sport 
fishery  resources.  The  intent  of  the  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration  Act  is  to 
assist  States  in  carrying  out  projects  to  restore,  enhance,  and  manage  wildlife 
resources  and  to  conduct  State  hunter  education  programs. 

Question:  Are  there  any  estimates  as  to  the  total  need  for  HCP  land 
acquisition  funds? 

Answer:  The  Service  cannot  determine  the  amount  of  funding  required  for 
land  acquisition  until  state  proposals  are  received.  The  Service  however,  believes 
that  the  requested  funding  in  FY  1996  will  greatly  exceed  the  proposed  $27  million. 
As  conservation  planning  efforts  increase,  so  will  the  land  acquisition  funding 
requirements. 

Question:  Given  the  funding  constraints  in  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
operations,  how  can  we  justify  such  a  large  programmatic  increase  going  to  States 
for  new  land  acquisition  program? 

Answer:  This  increase  is  a  high  priority  due  to  the  expected  returns  in 
threatened  and  endangered  species  conservation  and  because  it  provides  a  balanced 
solution  to  resolving  the  burden  of  habitat  conservation  that  is  sometimes  placed 
on  private  land  owners.  The  program  has  been  proposed  to  ease  the  financial 
burden  on  private  land  owners  who  are  responsible  for  purchasing  habitat  used  by 
listed  species  as  required  in  habitat  conservation  plans. 

AFRICAN  ELEPHANT  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question:  The  budget  includes  $1.2  million  for  elephant  conservation,  an 
amount  that  is  not  currently  spent  on  most  domestic  species  listed  under  the  ESA. 
How  is  this  fimding  commitment  justified  in  light  of  the  needs  of  domestic  species? 

Answer:  Currently  the  African  elephant  is  the  only  foreign  species  listed 
under  the  ESA  for  which  there  are  conservation  funds  available.  In  passing  the 
African  Elephant  Conservation  Act  (AECA),  the  Congress  noted  that  as  the  third 
largest  world  consumer  of  ivory  at  that  time,  the  U.S.  had  a  significant  impact  on 
African  elephant  conservation.  As  a  keystone  species,  the  African  elephant  plays  a 
critical  role  in  its  ecosystem.    The  success  of  this  program  has  demonstrated  how 
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relatively  small,  well  implemented,  on-the-ground  projects  can  be  a  key  to  the 
coi\servation  of  foreign  species.  As  demonstrated  by  elephant  population  increases 
in  some  African  countries,  relatively  small  investments  can  bring  very  large 
benefits.  Moreover,  projects  directed  at  the  conservation  of  the  African  elephant 
affect  numerous  associated  species.  Although  the  target  species  is  the  African 
elephant,  the  effect  is  ecosystem  conservation.  Through  its  participation  in  CITES 
and  other  international  treaties  the  U.S.  has  demonstrated  a  commitment  to  global 
biodiversity  conservation. 

Question:  Provide  a  breakdown  by  coimtry  of  how  these  funds  are  distributed 
for  the  most  recent  year  available,  and  explain  the  basis  for  its  allocation. 

Answer  Please  refer  to  the  tables  on  the  following  pages  that  present  the 
current  status  of  grant  fund  allocations.  This  table  summarizes  funding  from  FWS 
appropriations  and  from  partners  for  the  five  completed  years  (1990-1994)  of  the 
African  Elephant  Conservation  program. 
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AFRICAN  ELEPHANT  GRANT  FUND  ALLOCATIONS  - 
COUNTRY-SFEanC  PROJECTS 

FWS  TOTALS :  $2,725^70 

OTHER:    (Partner  Funding)  $3,370,041 

BOTSWANA.  Funding  was  provided  in  cooperation  with  the  World  Wildlife 
Fund  and  the  Department  of  Wildlife  and  National  Parks  to  assist  in  the 
development  and  implementation  of  an  elephant  conservation  plan  for  Chobe 
National  Park.  (FY  91) 

FWS  Contribution:  $52,000 

Other  Contributions:  $48,000 

BURKINA  FASO.  Funding  was  provided  to  the  Director  of  National  Parks  and 
Reserves  for  elephant  anti-poaching  and  management  assistance.  (FY  90) 

FWS  Contribution:  $75,000 

Other  Contributions:  $16,600 

CAMEROON.  Two  projects  were  funded.  One,  in  cooperation  with  the  American 
Embassy,  equipment  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Wildlife  and  National 
Parks  for  elephant  anti-poaching  in  Waza  National  Park.  The  second  in  cooperation 
with  the  World  Wildlife  Fund  to  assess  the  impacts  of  crop  raiding  elephants.  (FY 
91,  FY  93  and  FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $180,448 

Other  Contributions:  $0 

CENTRAL  AFRICAN  REPUBLIC.  Four  projects  were  funded.  Three  in  cooperation 
with  the  World  Wildlife  Fund  and  the  Ministry  of  Waters  and  Forests  to  provide 
elephant  anti-poaching  equipment  and  assistance,  and  elephant  research.  One  with 
the  U.S.  Embassy  to  facilitate  outreach  to  rural  communities  on  elephant 
conservation.  (FY  90,  FY  91„  FY  93  and  FY  94) 

FWS  Conti-ibution:  $701,458 

Other  Conti-ibutions:  $470,076 

CONGO.  Funding  was  provided  in  cooperation  with  Wildlife  Conservation 
International  to  provide  anti-poaching  equipment  and  assistance  in  the  Congo.  (FY 
93) 

FWS  Conti-ibution:  $105,550 

Other  Conti-ibutions:         $202,000 
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GABON.  Funding  was  provided  in  cooperation  with  the  World  Wildlife  Fund  and 
the  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Hunting  for  anti-poaching  assistance  in  the  Petit 
Loango  Faunal  Reserve  and  Seta  Cama  Reserve.   (FY  90  and  FY  93) 

FWS  Contribution:  $77,000 

Other  Contributions:  $189,590 

KENYA.  Funding  was  provided  for  the  compilation  of  a  comprehensive  reference 
library  on  the  African  elephant,  in  cooperation  with  Iain  Douglas-Hamilton.  (FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $29,800 

Other  Contributions:  $0 

MALAWI.  Three  projects  were  funded  in  Malawi  with  the  Department  of  National 
Parks,  Wildlife  and  Tourism,  one  to  conduct  a  status  survey  of  elephants  in 
Malawi's  protected  areas,  and  a  second  to  provide  emergency  assistance  for  water 
due  to  the  drought  conditions,  and  a  third  to  assist  in  CITES  implementation  (FY  92 
and  FY  93) 

FWS  Contribution:  $48,966 

Other  Contributions:  $28,000 

NAMIBIA.  Two  projects  were  funded.  One  was  in  cooperation  with  the  Namibia 
Nature  Foundation  and  the  Directorate  of  Wildlife  Conservation  for  an  elephant 
monitoring  project  in  Etosha  National  Park  (later  included  in  the  expanded 
Regional  Survey  project  above).  The  other,  in  cooperation  with  the  World  Wildlife 
Fund,  to  respond  to  an  emergency  disease  outbreak  in  the  desert  elephant  due  to  the 
drought.  (FY  92) 

FWS  Contribution:  $167,460 

Other  Contributions:  $153,500 

SENEGAL.  A  cooperative  project  with  the  Friends  of  Animals  to  provide  anti- 
poaching  assistance  and  emergency  water  to  Niokolo-Koba,  the  western  most 
remaining  elephant  population  on  the  continent.  (FY  93  and  FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $85,773 

Other  Contributions:  $260,080 

TANZANIA.  Five  projects  were  funded  in  Tanzania.  One  provided  anti-poaching 
equipment  and  assistance  to  the  Department  of  Wildlife  in  cooperation  with  the 
African  Safari  Club  of  Washington,  D.C.  The  second  was  a  cooperative  project  with 
the  Friends  of  Animals  and  the  Department  of  Wildlife  to  provide  excess  U.S. 
military  vehicles  to  the  Department  for  elephant  anti-poaching.  The  third  was  a 
cooperative  project  with  the  Department  of  National  Parks  and  the  Friends  of 
Conservation  to  provide  security  assistance  and  conduct  status  surveys  of  elephants 
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in  the  Serengeti  Ecosystem.  The  fourth  was  a  project  with  Safari  Club  International 
supporting  a  game  scout  quota  monitoring  program.  The  fifth  was  a  project  with 
the  Center  for  Wildlife  Conservation  assessing  long  term  impacts  of  elephant 
poaching  (FY  90,  FY  91,  and  FY  94) 

FWS  Contributions:  $354,098 

Other  Contributions:  $359,116 

ZAMBIA.  Two  projects  were  funded  in  Zambia.  One  was  a  cooperative  project  with 
the  World  Wildlife  Fund  and  the  Zambia  Anti-Corruption  Commission  to  establish 
a  Species  Protection  Unit  to  assist  in  elephant  anti-poaching  efforts.  The  other  was  a 
cooperative  project  with  the  African  Safari  Club  of  Washington,  D.C.  and  the 
Minister  of  Tourism  and  Natural  Resources  to  provide  elephant  anti-poaching 
equipment  and  assistance  to  their  Remote  Game  Scout  Program.  (FY  90,  FY  91,  and 
FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $147,790 

Other  Contributions:  $150,204 

ZIMBABWE.  Four  projects  were  funded,  two  in  cooperation  with  the  African  Safari 
Club  of  Washington,  D.C.  and  the  Department  of  National  Parks  and  Wildlife  for 
elephant  anti-poaching  equipment  and  assistance  in  the  Lower  Zambezi  Valley  and 
for  overall  anti-poaching.  The  third,  in  cooperation  with  the  American  Embassy  to 
provide  emergency  assistance  to  the  Department  to  assist  the  elephants  in  the 
Gonarezheu  National  Park  due  to  the  drought  conditions.  The  fourth  was  a  project 
with  Safari  Club  International  supporting  the  CAMPFIRE  project  (FY  91„  and  FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $700,027 

Other  Contributions:  $1,492^75 


368 


AFRICAN  ELEPHANT  GRANT  ALLOCATIONS 
IN  NON-COUNTRY  SPECIFIC  PROJECTS 

FWS  TOTALS:  $992,692 

OTHER:    (Partner  Funding)  $1,162,746 

AECCG  DATABASE.  Funding  was  provided  to  the  African  Elephant  Conservation 
Coordinating  Group  to  support  development  and  maintenance  of  the  African 
Elephant  Project  Database,  to  initiate  the  development  of  specific  Elephant 
Conservation  Plans  for  each  range  state,  and  to  support  regional  meetings  on 
elephant  conservation  in  West  and  Central  Africa.  (FY  90,  FY  91,  FY  92,  FY  93  and  FY 
94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $96,950 

Other  Contributions:  $244,850 

AECCG  REGIONAL  MEETINGS.  As  a  follow  up  to  the  Nairobi  conference,  funding 
was  provided  to  assist  range  states  in  holding  regional  meeting  for  Central,  East, 
Southern  and  West  Africa  for  the  purpose  of  developing  coordinated  regional 
efforts  for  elephant  conservation,  particularly  with  regard  to  transborder  population 
surveys  and  coordinated  management  activities.  (FY  92  and  FY  93) 

FWS  Contribution:  $141,549 

Other  Contributions:  $28,433 

CITES  -  DELEGATE  TRAVEL  TO  COP  9.  Funding  was  provided  to  the  Convention 
on  International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  Secretariat  to  assist  in  travel  expenses 
to  COP  9  for  delegates  from  developing  countries.  (FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $22,000 

Other  Contributions:  $0 

aTES  -  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  SEMINAR  IN  MALAWI.  Funding  was  provided  to 
the  Convention  on  International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  Secretariat  to  assist  in 
the  development  of  a  law  enforcement  seminar  dealing  specifically  with  African 
elephant  anti-poaching  and  law  enforcement  issues.  The  seminar  would  develop  a 
model  program  for  use  throughout  Africa.  () 

FWS  Conti-ibution:  $90,000 

Other  Conti-ibutions:  $33,000 

ENVIRONMENT  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GROUP.  Funding  was  provided  to  the 
Environment  &  Development  Group  to  coordinate  a  meeting  on  the  African 
elephant  in  Botswana,  and  to  make  an  assessment  of  investments  in  elephant 
conservation.  (FY  94) 


Assessment  Of  Investments  in  Elephant  Conservation 

FWS  Contribution:  $82,546 

Other  Contributions:  $0 

Botswana  Meeting  On  The  African  Elephant 

FWS  Contribution:  $54,730 

Other  Contributions:  $218,500 

lUCN  -  AFRICAN  ELEPHANT  SFEQALIST  GROUP 

FWS  Contribution:  $185,350 

Other  Contributions:  $165,500 

TRAFFIC  EAST/SOUTHERN  AFRICA  -  IVORY  STOCKPILE  DATABASE, 
REGIONAL  MONITORING  NETWORK,  PUBLIC  AWARENESS.  Funding  was 
provided  to  the  World  Wildlife  Fund  for  two  projects,  one  to  assist  in  the  funding 
of  African  elephant  related  activities  associated  with  the  establishment  of  a 
TRAFFIC  office  for  EAST/  SOUTHERN  Africa,  and  a  second  project  to  fund  the 
development  of  a  data  base  on  current  ivory  stockpiles.  (FY  90,  and  FY  93) 

FWS  Contribution:  $60,000 

Other  Contributions:  $176,360 

WWF  -  CONSERVATION  ADVISOR.  Funding  was  provided  to  WWF-Intl  to  assist 
in  staffing  the  position  of  Senior  Conservation  Advisor  to  promote  more  effective 
management  of  species  conservation  projects  in  the  field.  (FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $85,000 

Other  Contributions:  $217,803 

NICHOLAS  GEORGIADIS  -  SAVANNA  AND  FOREST  ELEPHANT  GENETICS. 

Funding  was  provided  to  conduct  genetic  research  on  the  possibility  of  creating  two 
separate  species  of  African  elephant. 
(FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $62,167 

Other  Contributions:  $0 
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SOUTHERN  AFRICA  WILDLIFE  TRUST  -  CONSERVATION  AWARDS 
PROGRAM.  Funding  was  provided  to  the  Southern  Africa  Wildlife  Trust  to 
support  a  meritorious  service  awards  program  to  recognize  wildlife  rangers  that 
have  demonstrated  bravery  beyond  the  call  of  duty  in  African  elephant  anti- 
poaching  enforcement  operations.  (,  FY  94) 

FWS  Contribution:  $112,400 

Other  Contributions:  $78,300 

GRAND  TOTALS:              FWS:                                                $3,718,062 
OTHER;    (Partner  Funding)         $4,532,787 

Question:  The  US  provides  billions  of  dollars  in  foreign  aid  annually 
Couldn't  some  of  these  funds  be  used  by  recipient  coiuttries  for  the  conservation  of 
endangered  species? 

Answer  Foreign  aid  appropriations  are  governed  by  the  authorizing  statute 
establishing  that  aid.  Those  appropriations  that  allow  for  related  funding,  such  as 
Biodiversity  funding  through  AID,  address  long-term  capacity-building  and  do  not 
provide  for  short-term,  on-the-ground  actions  such  as  programs  funded  through  the 
AECF  to  prevent  poaching.  While  funding  is  needed  for  long-term  capacity 
building,  there  is  a  critical  need  for  short-term,  quick  response,  species-specific 
actions.  Neither  the  funds  nor  the  process  is  currently  available  through  other 
foreign  aid  sources. 

Question:  The  FWS  is  cooperating  with  the  EEC,  the  WWF  and  other 
international  organizations  concerned  with  the  conservation  of  the  African 
elephant.  How  much  fimding  are  these  other  entities  committing  for  this  purpose? 

Answer:  One  of  the  criteria  for  selection  of  projects  for  funding  is  the 
contribution  of  other  donors  including  foreign  governments,  non-governmental 
organizations,  and  the  private  sector.  Under  the  AECA  through  FY  1994,  the  Service 
has  generated  over  $4.5  million  in  matching  contributions  for  the  $3.7  million  in 
appropriated  funds  allocated  under  the  grant  program,  including  funds  from  the 
European  Economic  Commission  (EEC)  and  the  United  Kingdom,  the  World 
Wildlife  Fund  (WWF),  the  CITES  Secretariat,  and  other  organizations. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  of  eliminating  the  African  elephant 
grant  program? 

Answer:  Through  this  program  the  Service  has  been  able  to  provide  on-the- 
ground  assistance  to  range  states  for  the  conservation  of  African  elephants, 
particularly  with  regard  to  anti-poaching.  Elimination  of  the  program  would  reduce 
anti-poacWng  and  other  conservation  efforts  significantly,  with  a  resulting  negative 
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impact  to  currently  recovering  African  elephant  populations.  Since  the  program 
generates  matching  funds  as  a  part  of  the  effort,  impacts  of  loss  of  funds  dedicated  to 
African  elephant  conservation  wrould  double.  The  conservation  benefit  to  other 
species  associated  with  African  elephant  conservation  would  also  be  lost. 

RHINO  AND  TIGER  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question:  What  countries  would  receive  funding  from  the  Rhino  and  Tiger 
Conservation  Fimd  and  what  would  be  the  method  of  distributing  these  huids? 

Answer:  Priority  projects  for  funding  could  include:  the  black  and  white 
rhino  sanctuary  programs  of  Kenya  and  Botswana;  protection  of  black  rhinos  in 
national  parks  of  Zambia  and  Zimbabwe;  South  Africa's  successful  white  rhino 
conservation  program;  India's  Project  Tiger,  which  has  preserved  nearly  80%  of  the 
world's  remaining  tigers,  and  the  Wildlife  Institute  of  India,  where  the  Service  has  a 
longstanding  relationship;  new  tiger  programs  being  developed  by  Thailand, 
Malaysia,  and  other  Asia  countries;  the  Global  Tiger  Forum,  a  new  international 
initiative  designed  to  bring  together  all  of  the  tiger  range  countries  in  Asia  with 
developed  countries  like  the  U.S.  in  a  common  tiger  conservation  effort;  and  the 
enforcement  and  implementation  programs  of  the  CITES  Secretariat  in  Switzerland. 
Final  decisions  would  be  made  based  on  criteria  contained  in  the  Rhino  and  Tiger 
Conservation  Act  recommendations  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  the  country  involved 
and  consultations  with  U.S.  and  international  non-governmental  organizations 
which  would  be  our  partners  in  the  projects,  and  which  would  provide  matching 
funds  for  all  projects.  Funds  would  be  obligated  through  grant  agreements  signed 
with  other  organizations  and  the  affected  countries,  and  would  be  carefully 
monitored  by  the  Service  and  our  partners  to  ensure  that  all  funds  are  used  for  the 
intended  purposes. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  Given  that  the  land  acquisition  budget  is  declining,  why  isn't  there 
a  reallocation  of  acquisition  maiugement  funding  and  FTE's? 

Answer:  The  FY  1996  budget  reallocates  acquisition  management  funding 
and  FTE  based  on  workload  from  ongoing  and  new  land  acquisition  projects.  This 
allocation  also  considers  the  need  for  a  core  realty  staff  to  work  on  new  area  studies, 
additions  to  existing  areas,  study  of  environmental  impacts,  and  coordination 
actions  with  the  public  and  exchanges  which  require  more  staff  work  than  straight 
purchase  alternatives. 

Question:  If  the  Committee  is  faced  with  very  large  reductions  below  the 
President's  Request  level,  is  there  a  minimum  level  of  funding  necessary  for  the 
land  acquisition  program? 
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Answer:  The  $62,912  million  requested  in  the  President's  budget  addresses 
highest  priority  acquisition  needs  and  is  a  portion  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
acquisition  program  to  complete  acquisition.  As  the  Service's  annual  request  for 
land  acquisition  is  based  on  opportunities  to  protect  species  habitats  at  a  variety  of 
locations  when  land  is  available  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  a  minimum  funding 
level. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Question:  Given  that  the  construction  budget  involves  only  a  handful  of 
projects,  why  isn't  there  a  commensurate  reduction  in  construction  management 
funding  and  bit's? 

Answer:  The  Construction  Management  Account  does  not  relate  to  specific 
construction  projects,  but  rather  provides  for  the  overall  technical  leadership  and 
engineering  support  services  that  are  provided  to  the  programs,  regional,  and  field 
station  staffs.  These  responsibilities,  unlike  management  of  actual  projects,  are  not 
project  specific.  These  non-project  specific  engineering  management  and  technical 
support  services  include: 

-  Overall  management  of  the  Service's  engineering  program; 

-  Development   of   construction    and    rehabilitation   related   policies   and 
guidelines; 

-  Preparation  of  Construction  Project  Worksheets  (pre-design  cost  estimates); 

-  Training  to  keep  the  engineering  staff  technically  proficient; 

-  Technical  engineering  advice  to  field  personnel; 

-  Development  of  conceptual  facility  and  land  use  plans; 

-  Value  Engineering  support  and  guidance; 

-  Compliance  with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  related  activities; 

-  Hazardous  materials  and  underground  storage  tank  advice  and  support; 

-  Support  of  pollution  abatement  activities;  and 

-  Support  of  Farm  Bill,  Water  Rights,  and  Land  Acquisition  activities. 

-  Compliance  with  reporting  requirements  (e.g.  energy  conservation) 

In  FY  1995  the  Service  reduced  construction  management  by  $2.1  million  as  a  result 
of  streamlining  and  downsizing  the  engineering  function.  The  1996  budget  reflects 
a  reduction  of  21  FTE  commensurate  with  the  streamlining.  No  further  reductions 
is  possible  if  the  Service  is  to  retain  an  engineering  activity. 

Question:  When  will  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  Open? 

Answer  The  Service  anticipates  opening  the  NETC  in  the  late  summer  of 
1996. 

Question:  Provide  a  breakdown  of  the  major  cost  elements  for  the  remaining 
$28  million  needed  to  complete  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center. 
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Answer:  Approximately  $13  million  is  needed  to  complete  construction  as 
designed.  This  includes  $4  million  for  a  third  dormitory  and  $9  million  for  facility 
construction  already  underway.  Costs  for  furnishing  and  outfitting  the  facility  is 
approximately  $15  million. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  cost  of  equipment  and  furnishings  for  the  NETC7 

Answer  Total  cost  for  equipment  and  furnishing  is  $15  million.  $4.0  million 
will  purchase  furnishings  such  as  all  classroom,  laboratory,  dining  room  and  office 
furniture.  Approximately  $9.0  million  will  outfit  training  related  areas  such  as 
computers,  telecommunications,  laboratory  equipment,  and  the  distance  learning 
capability.  The  distance  learning  function  will  allow  for  some  types  of  training  to  be 
sent  to  field  stations  via  satellite,  videotape,  or  computer,  thus  reducing  travel 
expense  to  transport  students  to  the  NETC.  Approximately  $2.0  million  will  be 
used  for  guest  services  operations  support  such  as  the  food  service  equipment, 
laundry,  sheets,  housekeeping  and  building  maintenance  materials. 

Question:  Can  any  of  the  fxrnds  be  deferred  beyond  1996? 

Answer:  Deferring  construction  funding  beyond  FY  1996  would  result  in 
significant  increases  in  construction  costs  to  complete  the  project,  including  costs 
involved  in  the  suspension  of  construction  activities  resulting  from 
demobilization,  future  remobilization  and  resultant  contractor  claims.  Overall  costs 
would  also  increase  due  to  inflation  (2.5%).  Deferring  funding  for  furnishing  and 
outfitting  would  result  in  cost  increases,  and  also  significantly  delay  the  opening 
NETC  due  to  a  lack  of  such  things  as  computers,  lab  equipment,  and  classroom 
furniture. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND 

Question:  Provide  a  ten-year  table  which  displays  receipts,  appropriation, 
entitlement  level,  and  percent  payment. 

Answer:  The  following  table  displays  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund 
receipts,  appropriations,  entitlement  level  and  percent  payment  for  the  fiscal  years 
1986  through  1996.  Fiscal  year  1986  through  fiscal  year  1994  figures  are  actual 
amounts,  fiscal  year  1995  and  1996  are  estimated  amounts. 
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NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND 
A  Summary  of  Receipts  and  Revenue  Sharing  Payments 

(dollars  in  thousands) 

FY  1987 

FY  1988 

FY  1989 

FY  1990 

FY  1991 

FY  1992 

FT  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996  1 

1 

Receipts  available 
for  obligatioa  |      3,283 

3,113 

4,255 

3,726 

4,845 

4,300 

4,018 

3,737 

4,673 

4,630 

1 

Appropriation 

5,645 

5,645 

6,645 

8,904 

10,943 

11,849 

11,748 

12,000 

11,977 

11,3711 

1 

Total  Payment 

8,928 

8,758 

10,900 

12,630 

15,788 

16,149 

15,766 

15,737 

16,650 

16,001 1 

1 

Entitlement 
Level 

14,880 

14,855 

15332 

16,222 

16,876 

18,031 

19,309 

20,208 

21,000 

22,800 

1 

Percent  Payment 

m 

59% 

71% 

78% 

94% 

90% 

82% 

78% 

79% 

70%| 

Question:  Since  1978,  the  full  authorized  amount  for  Payments  to  Counties 
has  been  made  only  once.  The  Committee  understands  that  this  has  resulted  in 
some  counties  being  hesitant  to  sell  lands  to  the  Service.  Is  there  a  reason  why  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  recommend  funding  a  level  other  than  100  %  of 
the  amounts  due  to  local  governments? 

Answer:  The  current  law  supposes  that  sharing  of  revenues  from  economic 
uses  on  refuges  would  largely  offset  loss  of  taxes,  and  if  not,  supplementary 
appropriations  would  be  authorized.  However,  economic  returns  have  been  too  low 
to  support  full  calculated  payments.  The  supplementary  appropriations  necessary  to 
make  full  payments  have  not  been  requested  in  order  to  balance  these  needs  with 
other  priorities  of  the  Service. 

Question:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  budget  requests  a  $10  million 
(10%)  increase  in  the  Payments  In  Lieu  of  Taxes  program.  Can  the  Department 
explain  why  there  is  not  an  equivalent  increase  requested  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 


Answer:  The  FWS  request  for  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  is  approximately  the 
same  as  in  previous  years.  Additional  funds  were  requested  for  BLM's  Payment  in 
Lieu  of  Taxes  program  because  of  recent  legislation  that  was  passed  by  Congress.  P.L. 
103-97,  the  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  Act,  dated  October  22,  1994,  amended  31  U.S.C. 
6901-6907,  and  authorized  higher  PILT  payments  to  state  and  local  governments. 
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Question:  What  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  programs  are  included  in  the 
Department's  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  pilot  program  in  1996,  and 
what  are  the  objectives  of  this  program  in  general  terms? 

Answer:  The  North  American  Program  is  included  as  one  of  the  Department's 
two  original  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  pilot  projects.  The  North 
American  Program  is  to  serve  as  the  prototype  for  the  Service. 

In  general  terms,  the  objective  of  this  program  is  to  protect  and  restore  the  chain  of 
wetland  ecosystems  upon  which  migratory  birds  and  other  wetland-associated 
wildlife  depend.  Intrinsic  to  the  program's  objective  is  the  confluence  of  powerful 
public-private  partnerships  ("joint  ventures")  throughout  Canada,  the  United  States, 
and  Mexico  that  fuels  the  successes  and  potential  gains  of  this  program.  The  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  and  its  1994  update.  Expanding  the 
Commitment,  have  been  implemented  to  guide  program  decisions,  complementing 
habitat  and  population  data  collection,  since  the  inception  of  the  program.  To  date, 
although  Federal  project  contributions  under  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Act  have  constituted  merely  15%  of  the  estimated  total  for 
contributions  for  all  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  activities,  this 
funding  and  unifying  Federal  program  support  has  served  as  the  critical  catalyst  for 
the  conservation  of  more  than  1.5M  acres  of  wetlands  and  associated  uplands  in  the 
United  States,  Canada,  and  Mexico  (plus  lOM  acres  of  biosphere  reserves  in  Mexico). 

The  goal  of  this  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  pilot  project  is  to  develop 
and  test  results-based  performance  measures  for  a  single  departmental  function 
carried  out  across  at  least  four  bureaus.  The  North  American  pilot  project,  through 
its  partnership  activities,  meets  this  standard  with  five  DOI  partner  bureaus: 
National  biological  Survey,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  Office  of  Territorial  and  International  Affairs.  These  and 
other  partners  have  supported  their  accomplishments  with  studies  and  on-going 
evaluation  efforts  that  quantify  the  significant  and  cost-effective  progress  being  made 
toward  ecosystem  conservation  goals  and  a  set  of  holistic  objectives  ranging  from 
biodiversity  to  survival  of  endangered  species.  Thus,  this  pilot  project  amply 
represents  the  ideals  of  Government  performance  and  results. 

Question:  Congress  is  considering  a  moratoria  bill  would  put  a  hold  on  regulations 
beginning  November  20,  1994  through  December  31,  1995.  Briefly  describe  the 
impact  on  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer:  H.R.  450,  as  passed  by  the  House,  would  impose  a  moratorium  on 
new  regulations,  with  certain  exceptions,  until  December  31,  1995,  and  revoke 
regulations  issued  between  November  20,  1994  and  the  date  of  enactment.  The 
primary  impact  on  the  Service  would  be  to  halt  species  listings  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  since  those  hstings  are  carried  out  through  regulation. 
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The  bill  was  amended  on  the  House  floor  to  extend  the  moratorium  on  Endangered 
Species  Act  (Act)  listings  an  additional  year,  until  December  31,  1996.  This  would 
preclude  the  Service,  or  any  other  Federal  agency,  from  providing  the  protections  of 
the  Act  to  any  species  not  now  listed.  Although  we  cannot  now  provide  any 
definitive  statement  of  impacts  to  individual  species,  there  is  a  clear  risk  that  species 
could  become  extinct  because  of  our  inability  to  protect  them.  This  is  particularly 
true  because  there  is  no  provision  for  emergency  listings  should  the  status  of  a 
candidate  species  drastically  worsen  during  the  moratorium  period. 

H.R.  450  was  also  amended  to  exclude  the  annual  migratory  bird  hunting 
regulations,  the  Alaska  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  regulations,  and 
recreational  programs  (including  hunting,  fishing  and  camping)  where  the 
underlying  statute  prohibits  the  activity  without  the  regulation.  This  latter 
provision  would  cover  Service  action  to  permit  new  public  recreational  uses  on 
refuges.  Narrower  exemptions  are  also  provided  for  routine  administrative  actions, 
actions  reliving  restrictions,  issuance  of  permits,  and  actions  related  to  international 
trade  agreements.  Together,  these  exceptions  should  permit  most  other  Service 
regulatory  actions  to  proceed  normally. 

Question:  Wovdd  there  be  any  savings  in  the  first  quarter  of  1996? 

Answer  There  would  be  no  savings  related  to  the  proposed  moratoria  as  the 
Service  employees  a  total  of  104  biologists  in  the  listing  program  and  separation 
costs  for  these  employees  would  result  in  costs  approximating  $4.7  million.  In  the 
event  the  moratoria  is  enacted,  the  Service  would  propose  to  redirect  the  listing 
funding  and  staff  in  support  of  consultation  and  recovery  programs. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA 

Question:  The  San  Juan  River  Recovery  Implementation  Program  (SJRRIP) 
has  been  described  to  exemplify  the  notion  that  recovery  of  endangered  species  can 
be  compatible  with  the  development  of  water  resources.  To  what  extent  has  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  been  successful  in  permitting  water  development  to 
proceed  while  the  recovery  implementation  program  is  ongoing? 

Answer:  The  San  Juan  River  Implementation  Program  (Program)  is  in  the 
third  year  of  the  15-year  program.  It  is  a  cooperative,  long-term  program  of  Federal, 
Tribal,  and  State  agencies  and  private  interests  aimed  at  re-establishing  self- 
sustaining  populations  of  endangered  San  Juan  River  fish  species  while  providing 
for  continued  water  development  in  the  river  basin.  An  important  aspect  of  the 
Program  is  its  use  as  a  "reasonable  and  prudent  alternative"  for  water  development 
or  any  action  undergoing  formal  consultation  under  section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  when  it  is  determined  that  a  proposed  action  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  the  endangered  fish.  To  that  end,  this  Program  served  as  the 
reasonable  and  prudent  alternative  for  the  proposed  Animas-La  Plata  Project,  the 
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Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Oil  and 
Gas  Development  in  the  basin.  These  are  the  only  major  proposed  developments 
that  have  undergone  section  7  consultation.  Although  they  were  found  to  be  likely 
to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  endangered  fish  species,  the  progress  of 
the  Program  was  found  sufficient  for  it  to  serve  as  the  reasonable  and  prudent 
alternative.  This  held  true  for  the  second  consultation  for  the  Navajo  Indian 
Irrigation  Project  in  January  1995,  after  the  designation  of  critical  habitat  for  the 
endangered  fish  species.  In  addition  to  these  projects  that  have  gone  forward  based 
on  the  progress  of  the  Program,  the  ongoing  water  contract  sales  (with  a  3000  acre- 
foot  ceiling  per  year)  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  from  Navajo  Dam  have  also 
been  consulted  upon  and  released  for  development. 

Question:  The  waters  of  the  San  Juan  River,  along  with  its  tributaries,  are  to 
be  utilized,  in  part,  to  meet  Federal  obligations  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  and 
Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribes.  Has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  taken  these 
obligations  into  account  when  implementing  the  SJRRIP? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  works  in  partnership  with  both  the 
Ute  Mountain  Ute  and  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribes  within  the  San  Juan  River 
Recovery  Implementation  Program.  Both  tribes  are  represented  on  the  Biology 
Committee  that  is  gathering  the  information  critical  to  making  informed 
management  decisions  in  the  basin  and  the  Coordination  Committee  that  is 
responsible  for  the  oversight  of  the  entire  program.  The  decisions  that  are  made 
that  will  ultimately  assist  in  the  fulfillment  of  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  to 
the  sovereign  tribes  are  made  with  the  tribes  as  full  participants  in  all  levels  of 
review  and  discussion.  The  Service  intends  to  use  its  authority  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible  to  preserve  and  protect  the  water  resources  of  the  tribes  in  the  basin. 

Question:  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  devoting  sufficient  resources  to 
the  SJRRIP  to  eiisure  that  tribal  development  will  be  allowed  to  proceed? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  devoting  all  available  resources  to  support  the 
expeditious  progress  of  the  San  Juan  Program.  These  resources,  although  limited, 
are  directed  to  providing  the  basis  upon  which  development  of  natural  resources 
can  best  proceed  in  support  of  tribal  and  basin  goals. 

Question:  The  Tribes  have  filed  a  notice  of  intent  to  sue  over  the  listing  of 
critical  habitat  of  the  San  Juan.  Have  these  disagreements  been  resolved? 

Answer:  Numerous  meetings  have  been  held  with  the  Tribes  to  clarify  and 
explain  critical  habitat  and  their  60-day  Notice  of  Intent  to  Sue  has  been  withdrawn. 
There  have  been  numerous  documents  provided  to  the  Tribes  to  show  that  we  had 
carefully  considered  their  water  development  projects  in  the  economic  analyses. 
We  also  have  had  lengthy  discussions  on  the  baseline  in  the  San  Juan  and  Colorado 
Rivers  and  Native  American  water  rights.  We  are  reevaluating  the  economic 
analysis  looking  specifically  at  the  impact  of  critical  habitat  designation  on  tribal 
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lands.  The  tribal  representatives  are  assisting  in  this  evaluation.  If  there  are 
significant  impacts  which  were  missed  in  the  first  review,  the  critical  habitat 
designation  could  be  modified.  At  present,  this  issue  is  resolved. 

Question:  The  Committee  understands  that  the  Service  has  signed  a 
partnership  agreement  with  the  State  of  Kansas,  Division  of  Water  Resources,  the 
Groundwater  Management  District  which  is  home  to  the  Quivera  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  and  local  water  users  group.  Describe  your  view  of  this  partnership 
approach  and  specifically  delineate  what  the  benefits  wUl  be  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  Quivera  NWR. 

Answer  The  Quivira  Partnership  Agreement  commits  all  interests  to 
cooperate  in  developing  and  implementing  solutions  to  common  water  resource 
issues.  For  the  Service,  the  major  issue  is  the  need  to  protect  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  refuge  water  supply.  The  refuge  holds  a  senior  state  water  right  which 
entitles  it  to  divert  water  from  Rattlesnake  Creek  to  provide  for  the  habitat  needs  of 
the  wide  variety  of  wildlife  species  which  frequent  the  refuge.  In  some  months, 
flows  in  the  creek  are  in  excess  of  refuge  needs;  at  other  times,  inadequate  flows 
prevent  the  refuge  from  achieving  its  objectives.  The  streamflow  is  partially 
dependent  on  groundwater  from  the  underlying  Great  Bend  Prairie  Aquifer,  where 
declining  groundwater  levels  have  been  documented.  Surrounding  farmers  also 
depend  on  the  aquifer  to  supply  irrigation  water.  During  low  flow  periods,  conflict 
between  the  needs  of  the  refuge  and  agriculture  are  inevitable,  and  the  junior  water 
rights  of  the  irrigators,  and  public  water  supply  systems,  are  subject  to  curtailment. 
A  decrease  in  irrigated  acreage  would  impact  the  social  and  economic  interests  in 
the  local  communities  which  are  largely  based  on  irrigated  agriculture.  State  water 
law  and/or  the  judicial  process  could  be  used  to  resolve  the  issues  in  a 
confrontational  manner,  but  the  result  would  be  an  acrimonious  dispute  which 
would  make  it  difficult  for  the  parties  to  work  together  afterwards.  And  allowing 
decisions  to  be  made  in  these  arenas  make  them  far  less  likely  to  be  creative  and/or 
adaptable  enough  to  satisfy  all  interests.  The  Service  has  rejected  confrontation  in 
favor  of  the  partnership's  cooperative  approach.  Working  with  other  interested 
parties  at  the  local  level  to  identify  potential  solutions,  and  ways  of  implementing 
them,  is  far  more  likely  to  produce  outcomes  which  everyone  can  accept.  And  this 
approach  encourages  the  inventiveness  and  flexibility  needed  to  address  the 
complex  water  quantity  and  quality  issues  which  exist,  while  encouraging  a  genuine 
appreciation  for  the  interests  of  all  participants. 

Question:  The  Committee  understands  that  fiurther  studies  are  now  required 
in  order  for  the  partnership's  efforts  to  proceed  most  efficiently.  Is  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  the  appropriate  entity  to  conduct  such  studies?  What  resources 
will  be  committed  to  this  effort,  and  why  were  fimds  not  requested  in  the  1996 
budget  request  to  conduct  the  studies? 

Answer  The  partnership  recognizes  that  maximizing  the  beneficial  use  of 
water  in  the  basin  requires  additional  operational  flexibility.   It  supports  a  feasibility 
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study  which  would  identify  watershed  solutions— including  water  supply  timing, 
storage  concepts  and  improved  conveyance  systems  on  and  off  the  refuge.  Annual 
precipitation  varies  widely,  influencing  the  amount  of  streamflow  available  to 
Quivira.  A  study  which  evaluates  potential  reservoir  sites  and  the  environmental 
consequences  of  construction  and  operation,  as  well  as  other  alternatives,  requires  a 
significant  funding  commitment  to  secure  the  services  of  a  well-qualified 
engineering  firm  with  experience  in  water  resources  planning. 

None  of  the  partners  has  the  financial  resources  to  fund  a  feasibility  study  of  this 
magnitude.  The  Service  has  agreed  to  take  responsibility  for  managing  any  funds 
appropriated  by  Congress  for  the  studies  proposed  by  the  partnership,  although  all 
partners  would  be  involved  in  defining  the  tasks  and  reviewing  the  results.  It  is 
certainly  beyond  the  normal  operating  budget  of  the  Service,  and  a  request  for  funds 
was  not  included  in  the  1996  budget  request  because  the  Service  believed  that  a 
significant  commitment  of  resources  by  all  partners  was  needed  before  a  budget 
request  was  appropriate.   That  commitment  has  now  been  made. 

The  other  partners  have  undertaken  specific  actions  which  support  the 
partnership's  goals.  The  State  of  Kansas  has  made  development  of  a  Rattlesnake 
Creek  Basin  management  plan  a  top  priority  of  its  State  Water  Plan.  A  team  has 
been  formed  to  gather  additional  technical  data  and,  building  on  an  existing 
computer  model,  develop  an  integrated  ground/surface  water  model  to  aid  in  basin 
management.  A  local  agriculture/business  coalition  (WaterPACK)  has  taken  the 
lead  in  promoting  and  implementing  water  conservation  technology  and  practices, 
with  a  goal  of  maintaining  a  viable  local  economy.  The  groundwater  management 
district  has  placed  a  moratorium  on  additional  well  development  and  is  actively 
pursuing  additional  data  needed  to  support  its  safe  yield  policy. 

The  Service  has  also  completed  a  number  of  specific  tasks  which  were  directed  at 
defining  the  water  needs  and  water  supply  for  Quivira  NWR.  It  was  necessary  to 
identify  the  degree  of  connection  between  the  aquifer  and  the  creek  in  order  to 
develop  alternatives  to  address  declining  streamflows.  In  cooperation  with  Kansas 
Geological  Survey  (KGS),  a  3-year  effort  was  initiated  to  gather  the  technical  data  and 
develop  a  computer  model  of  the  basin.  The  Service  contracted  for  surveys  of 
refuge  impoundments  and  the  water  delivery  system  needed  to  quantify  and  perfect 
the  refuge  water  right.  A  contract  to  develop  a  water  budget  model  is  currently 
being  negotiated  with  KGS  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  When  completed,  the  water 
budget  model  will  be  used  in  preparing  a  long-range  water  management  plan  which 
will  serve  as  the  conservation  plan  requested  by  the  Chief  Engineer  of  the  Kansas 
Division  of  Water  Rights.  The  Service's  goal  is  to  protect  the  water  supply  and 
water  right  of  the  refuge  and  to  provide  for  the  most  efficient  and  effective  use  of 
that  water  supply. 

Question:   What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  long-term  commitment  to 
the  goals  of  the  partnership? 
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Answer:  The  partnership  provides  a  forum  for  the  partners  and  other 
interested  parties  to  work  in  a  cooperative  manner  to  find  the  best  practical 
solutions  to  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin  water  resource  issues.  The  Service  is  very 
supportive  of  this  community-based  process,  which  has  resulted  in  greater 
understanding  and  appreciation  of  the  different  roles,  obligations  and  needs  of  the 
participants.  The  progress  to  date  has  been  encouraging.  The  Kansas  Chief  Engineer 
has  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  partnership  can  serve  as  a  model  for  other  areas 
in  Kansas  to  use  when  addressing  water  resources  management  concerns.  The 
Service  agrees  with  the  Chief  Engineer  and  supports  a  cooperative  approach 
whenever  water  resource  conflicts  surface  between  its  wildlife  refuges  and  other 
basin  water  users. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  THE  HONORABLE  RALPH  REGULA 

U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
REFUGES 

Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  currently  manages  504  national 
refuges.  Between  1984  and  1993  the  number  of  refuges  increased  by  76.  In  1994  we 
added  seven  including  number  500  and  about  200,000  acres  and  yet  each  year  we  talk 
about  the  backlogs  in  maintenance,  the  operations  needs,  etc.  Last  year  you  testified 
that  many  refuges  lack  sufficient  staff  and  funding  to  fxilly  carry  out  purposes  for 
which  they  were  established.  Could  you  explain  to  me  the  process  used  to  establish 
refuges  and  how  we  can  get  a  handle  on  controlling  the  growth  in  the  System? 

Answer:  National  wildlife  refuges  are  created  by  withdrawal  from  the  public 
domain,  by  transfer  from  another  agency,  by  purchase  and  by  donation.  Purchased 
lands  are  acquired  pursuant  to  broad  legislative  authorities  or,  in  some  cases,  by  specific 
legislation.  The  predominance  of  land  acquired  for  the  refuge  system  is  financed  by 
either  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Account  or  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  (LWCF).  The  first  source  established  by  what  is  commonly  known  as  the  Duck 
Stamp  Act,  provides  funding  on  a  permanent,  indefinite  basis.  In  FY  1994  the  Service 
purchased  nearly  150,000  acres  of  land  through  this  source.  The  LWCF  amounts  are 
requested  and  appropriated  through  the  normal  appropriations  process. 

The  Service  selects  acquisition  projects  in  the  following  manner:  Habitat  conservation 
needs  within  each  Service  region  are  assessed  based  upon  criteria  in  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  Endangered  Species  recovery  plans.  Regional 
Wetlands  Concept  Plans,  and  other  resource  plans.  A  preliminary  project  proposal  is 
prepared  for  the  Director's  approval  of  new  refuges  or  additions  of  greater  than  40  acres 
to  existing  refuges.  Exceptions  are  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  Farmer's  Home 
Administration  land  transfers. 

Once  the  Preliminary  Project  Proposal  is  approved,  the  Service  proceeds  vdth  detailed 
planning  for  a  proposal  taking  the  LAPS  analysis  into  consideration.  In  the  detailed 
planning  phase,  the  Service  considers  the  anticipated  costs  for  acquisition, 
development,  operations  and  maintenance.  The  Service  evaluates  various  land 
protection  alternatives  and  involves  the  public  in  the  planning  process,  pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Following  the  completion  of  an  Environmental 
Assessment  or  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  Service  issues  a  Record  of 
Decision  to  proceed  with  the  refuge.  The  refuge  is  established  with  the  acquisition  of 
land. 

Purchase  of  refuge  lands  may  be  by  fee,  easement  or  lease.  Service  policy  is  to  acquire 
the  minimum  interest  necessary  to  protect  the  important  resource  values  on  the  land 
and,  except  in  very  rare  cases,  to  acquire  lands  only  from  willing  sellers.  These  policies. 
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coupled  with  rigorous  evaluation  during  the  planning  process,  are  sufficient  to  ensure 
that  the  Service  proposes  for  acquisition  only  those  parcels  that  are  nnost  suitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  Refuge  System. 

Question:  Are  there  any  refuges  that  you  would  coiisider  eliminating  from  the 
System  and  if  Congress  wanted  to  do  so,  what  criteria  would  you  recommend  for 
evaluating  the  existing  Refuge  System. 

Answer  The  Service  is  continually  reviewing  the  contribution  of  all  refuges  to 
Refuge  System  goals  and  making  decisions  regarding  the  allocation  of  staffing  and 
funds  conunensurate  with  that  review  process.  Currently  the  Service  does  not 
recommend  eliminating  any  refuges.  Furthermore,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  requires  an  Act  of  Congress  to  dispose 
of  refuges  other  than  those  acquired  using  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Fund,  for 
which  approval  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  is  required  for 
disposal.  Since  1976,  only  14  acres  at  three  units  have  received  the  approval  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Commission  for  disposal.  Only  the  44,500-acre  State-managed  Carolina 
Sandhills  Wildlife  Management  Area  has  been  deleted  from  the  System  by  legislative 
action  authorized  in  1990.  Reinventing  Government  II  proposes  transferring 
coordination  areas  to  the  states.  There  are  51  such  Coordination  Areas  and  most  are 
already  managed  by  States  with  oversight  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

When  reviewing  the  possibility  of  eliminating  land  from  the  Refuge  System,  it  is 
critically  important  to  consider  the  current  and  potential  contribution  of  each  parcel  to 
both  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  established  and  the  broader  goals  of  the  Refuge 
System.  Refuges  typically  function  in  concert  with  other  public  and  private  lands  and 
may  provide  the  greatest  benefit  during  a  short  window  of  time  each  year  when 
migratory  species  are  dependent  upon  this  habitat.  Review  criteria  should  consider 
these  factors;  the  real  potential  for  others  to  manage  the  habitat  and  the  anticipated  shift 
in  management  emphasis  (e.g.  resident  vs.  migratory  species,  etc.);  and  resource 
protection  as  a  result  of  the  transfer. 

Question:  Last  year  you  identified  a  maintenance  backlog  on  refuges  of  $342 
million  and  yet  your  budget  proposed  to  reduce  maintenance  fiuiding  to  increase 
ecosystem  management  projects.  Why  are  ecosystem  management  projects  a  higher 
priority  than  maintenance? 

Answer  The  increased  funding  requested  for  refuge  habitat  enhancement 
projects  will  address  critical  habitat  management  and  restoration  needs  on  a  wide 
variety  of  refuges.  These  projects  are  necessary  if  refuges  are  to  realize  their  fish  and 
wildlife  conservation  potential.  By  maxinnizing  habitats  for  endangered  and  threatened 
spedes,  migratory  birds,  and  other  fish  and  wildlife  on  existing  public  lands,  the  Service 
can  preclude,  in  some  cases,  the  need  to  purchase  additional  lands  and  alleviate  the 
burden  to  private  landowners.  While  maintenance  continues  to  be  a  high  priority,  the 
proposed  budget  will  allow  the  Service  to  address  health  and  safety  projects. 
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Question:  What  is  the  estimated  maintenance  backlog? 

Answer  The  FY  1994  Servicewide  backlog  maintenance  of  $549  million  includes 
$391  million  for  Refuges,  of  which  $152  million  is  construction  projects  and  $239  is 
Resource  Management  maintenance. 

Question:  What  is  the  anticipated  operations  shortfall  if  any  in  the  refuge 
system? 

Answer  Compared  to  the  level  of  funding  available  to  refuges  in  1984,  the 
buying  power  of  refuge  operations  funding  supporting  day-to-day  activities  has 
declined  by  $15  million.  This  takes  into  account  increased  costs  due  to  inflation  and  the 
growth  in  the  refuge  system.  In  addition,  funding  and  staffing  needs  identified  by 
refuge  managers  are  inventoried  using  the  Refuge  Operating  Needs  System  (RONS). 
RONS  tracks  needs  at  two  levels;  a  minimum  level  which  is  the  funding  and  staffing 
needed  to  minimally  fulfill  refuge  purposes,  legal  mandates,  and  Refuge  System  goals; 
and  the  full  objective  level  which  would  address  all  minimum  level  needs  plus  other 
projects  necessary  for  all  refuges  to  accomplish  their  full  array  of  objectives  reflected  in 
refuge  maixagement  plans.  Minimum-need  data,  requested  for  the  first  time  in  FY  1994, 
indicate  that  97  percent  of  statioi\s  have  reported  that  they  need  more  funding  and 
staffing  in  order  to  maintain  the  level  at  which  the  individual  unit  manager  believes  is  a 
minimum  level  to  meet  diverse  purposes  and  objectives.  Data  for  FY  1995  indicate  that 
an  increase  of  $149  million  and  936  FTEs  is  needed  to  reach  the  minimum  level 
Systemwide. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Question:  If  Congress  agrees  to  retiun  the  functions  of  the  National  Biological 
Service  to  the  agencies  from  which  the  functions  were  drawn  what  bxudens  would 
that  impose  on  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  In  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Act,  functioi\s  and  resources  were  transferred  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
to  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS),  and  included  funding  and  Full  Time 
Equivalents  (FTEs)  for  research  and  for  administrative  support  of  research  activities.  In 
the  event  these  functions  and  resources  were  returned,  there  would  be  an  additional 
workload  associated  with  the  personnel,  payroll,  accovmting  and  other  administrative 
items  associated  with  rur\ning  an  organization.  However,  the  greater  problem  in  the 
disruption  of  the  working  relationship  between  Service  and  an  independent  science 
organization.  These  two  organizations  have  worked  hard  the  last  two  years  to  forge 
good  working  relations. 

We  believe  the  current  arrangement,  keeping  the  science  separate  from  the  regulatory 
and  land  management  functions,  is  the  best  organizational  design  and  that  maintaining 
this  situation  is  the  least  disruptive. 
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Question:  What  if  any  negative  impact  would  that  disruption  have  on  the 
research  needs  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  Disruptions  may  arise  from  the  transfer  of  functions  and  resources; 
research  studies  may  be  delayed  during  the  transition  to  accommodate  employee 
geographic  moves  and  potential  reevaluation  of  research  priorities.  Delays  in 
implementing  research  studies  could  prevent  or  delay  the  Service  from  making  critical 
decisions  for  issues  requiring  timely  implementation. 

Question:  How  much  of  your  fiscal  year  1996  budget  is  devoted  to  work  on 
private  lands? 

Answen  The  President's  Budget  requests  $17,333,000  devoted  to  habitat 
restoration  and  techniccd  assistance  on  private  lands  under  the  Trust  Species  Habitats 
subactivity.  This  includes  $12,042,000  to  restore  degraded  or  lost  habitat  through 
voluntary  partnerships  with  private  landowners.  The  Service  estimates  working  with 
over  1300  private  landowner  partners  in  1996  to  restore  over  37,500  acres  of  wetlands, 
11,500  acres  of  other  important  habitat  such  as  prairie  grassland,  and  225  miles  of 
riparian/stream  habitat.  The  request  also  includes  $  3,801,000  for  technical  assistance  to 
respond  to  the  needs  of  private  landowners,  in  support  of  Farm  Bill  programs  designed 
to  protect  the  Nation's  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  particularly  those  dependent  to 
wetlands.  Finally,  the  1996  budget  requests  $1,490,000  for  the  Washington  State 
Ecosystems  Conservation  Program. 

Question:  How  does  this  compare  with  fiscal  year  1995  funding  for  this 
activity? 

Answen  The  Service  is  proposing  a  net  program  increase  in  Habitat  Restoration 
funds  of  $1,638,000.  The  1996  Budget  targets  over  $2.3  million  to  support  habitat 
restoration  projects  within  high-priority  ecosystems  and  reduce  funding  by  $700,000  in 
lower  priority  areas. 

Question:  Since  1987  when  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  first  got  involved  in 
private  lands  efforts  how  much  has  been  spent  on  private  lands  restoration? 

Answen  Since  1987,  the  Service  has  spent  approximately  $45  million  restoring 
over  256,000  acres  of  wetlands,  25,000  acres  of  prairie  grassland,  300  miles  of  riparian 
habitat,  and  33  miles  of  in-stream  aquatic  habitat  on  private  lands  and  Consolidated 
Farm  Service  Agency  easements  and  transfer  tracts.  The  Service  has  stretched  these 
funds  by  partnering  with  other  Federal,  state  and  local  government  agencies,  industry, 
conservation  groups,  and  landowners.  To  date,  the  Service  has  leveraged  about  40 
percent  of  the  project  costs. 
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Question:  What  specifically  are  federal  funds  used  for  on  private  lands  and 
what  is  the  nature  of  restoration  efforts  on  private  lands? 

Answer  Private  lands  funds  (Trust  Species  Habitats)  are  split  into  three 
subcategories:  1)  habitat  restoration;  2)  technical  assistance;  3)  Washington  State 
Ecosystems  Conservation  Program. 

(1)  The  Service  was  provided  $10,343,000  in  FY  1995  for  habitat  restoration  efforts 
with  private  landowners  through  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  in  FY  1995. 
The  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  focuses  on  voluntary  participation  by  private 
landowners.  Habitat  restoration  funds  also  support  restoration  on  lands  that 
enter  the  Consolidated  Farm  Service  Agency  inventory  of  properties  and  receive 
permanent  protection  with  conservation  easements. 

Restoration  activities  on  private  lands  are  many  and  varied.  All  such  activities, 
however,  are  intended  to  restore  and  protect  habitats  of  federal  trust  species. 
Habitat  restoration  activities  include  wetland  restoration,  prairie  restoration, 
riparian  restoration,  and  in-stream  aquatic  habitat  restoration. 

In  FY  1994,  the  Service  through  its  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  restored  34,700 
acres  of  wetlands,  10,500  acres  of  native  prairie  grasslands,  194  miles  of  riparian 
corridors,  and  9  miles  of  in-stream  aquatic  habitat. 

(2)  Technical  assistance  funds  are  used  to  provide  biological  expertise  and  assist 
USDA  in  implementing  the  various  conservation  provisions  of  the  1985  and  1990 
Farm  Bills  i.e.,  swampbuster.  Consolidated  Farm  Service  Agency  inventory 
property  conservation  easements,  and  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program.  In  FY 
1995  $3,646,000  was  provided  for  technical  assistance. 

(3)  Through  the  Washington  State  Ecosysten«  Conservation  Program,  the  Service 
works  cooperatively  with  the  State  of  Washington's  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
private  landowners  to  implement  habitat  restoration  and  protection  projects 
within  priority  watersheds  in  the  state.  In  1995  $1,490,000  was  provided  for  this 
effort  The  program  emphasizes  wetland  and  riparian  restoration. 

Questioiu  What  is  the  benefit  to  the  Service  and  the  American  taxpayer  of 
paying  for  restoration  on  private  lands,  particularly  considering  the  enormous  uiunet 
needs  for  restoration  on  public  lands? 

Answer  The  Service  has  long  recognized  the  need  to  work  with  private 
landowners  to  restore  and  protect  fish  and  wildlife  habitats.  The  Service  can  never  hope 
to  acquire,  restore  and  protect  enough  habitat  on  public  lands  to  adequately  protect  the 
sp>edes  for  which  it  has  trust  responsibilities.  The  voluntary  and  cost-effective  nature  of 
the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  is  of  tremendous  value  to  the  taxpayer  and  the 
Service.  Restoration  of  habitat  on  private  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  National  Wildlife 
Refuges  provides  additional  and  alternative  habitat  for  migratory  birds  concentrating 
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on  refuge  lands.  Thus,  those  restoration  activities  in  many  cases  have  positive  impacts 
on  the  refuge.  For  example,  restorations  on  private  land  in  the  upper  watershed  of  a 
refuge  improve  the  quality  of  the  water  entering  the  refuge.  As  the  Service  is  able  to 
match  this  funding  the  return  on  the  federal  investment  is  almost  2  to  1. 

Question:  How  do  you  ensure  that  private  landowners  who  receive  assistance 
continue  to  manage  theii  lands  in  a  manner  that  will  protect  the  public  investment? 

Answen  To  ensure  that  the  Federal  expenditure  of  fvmds  is  effectively  secured, 
the  Service  enters  into  a  formal  cooperative  agreement  with  the  landowner.  The 
agreement  contains  specific  conditions  that  must  be  met  to  receive  reimbursement  for 
work  conducted  and  how  the  land  will  be  managed  to  protect  the  restored  area  for  a 
period  of  no  less  than  10  years.  The  Service  monitors  compliance  with  cooperative 
agreements  through  annual  field  visits  to  restored  project  sites.  If  the  landowner 
removes  the  improvements  funded  with  federal  funds  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
cooperative  agreement,  the  landowner  must  reimburse  the  federal  government  for 
expenditures  related  to  the  project. 

In  addition  the  Service  places  a  priority  on  working  with  private  landowners  who  have 
indicated  an  intent  to  maintain  the  restorations  well  beyond  the  term  required  in  the 
cooperative  agreement. 

Finally,  in  states  where  the  Service  has  easement  acquisition  authority,  the  Service 
queries  landowners  about  their  interest  in  granting  to  the  United  States  a  permanent 
conservation  easement  on  the  restored  area.  Landowners  are  also  informed  about  other 
federal  and  state  land  retirement  programs  (e.g.,  USDA's  Wetland  Reserve  Program, 
and  the  State  of  Miiuiesota's  Reinvest  in  Minnesota  conservation  easement  program)  for 
which  they  may  be  eligible  and  from  which  they  could  receive  financial  compensation 
for  permanently  protected  habitat. 

METZGER  MARSH 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Metzger's  Marsh  restoration  project? 

Answer:  The  dike  construction  phase  of  the  project  is  approximately  50  percent 
complete.  Design  of  the  fish  passage/ water  control  structure  is  approximately  10 
percent  complete. 

Question:  Is  construction  still  slated  for  completion  in  November  1996? 

Answen  The  project  is  on  schedule  and  should  be  completed  by  November  1996. 
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Question:  What  progress  has  been  made  on  resolving  the  problem  of  sand  loss 
during  construction? 

Answer:  Sand  encountered  during  construction  activities  wrill  be  cast  to  the  lake 
side  of  the  dike.  Dredging  sand  from  within  the  marsh  to  the  lake  will  not  be  part  of 
this  project.  This  was  not  in  the  original  design  and  does  not  present  a  problem. 

WILDS 

Question:  $225,000  was  provided  to  continue  partnership  activities  at  the 
Wilds.  What  specifically  is  being  done  with  that  money? 

Answer  To  date,  none  of  the  FWS  1995  funding  has  been  obligated  to  the  Wilds. 
A  letter  was  sent  to  Mr.  Reece  (The  Wilds)  on  December  16, 1994  to  initiate  discussions 
of  partnership  agreements  and  is  awaiting  a  reply.  The  Service  believes  that  the  funds 
should  be  spent  to  benefit  Federal  trust  responsibilities.  Three  areas  were  identified  for 
cooperative  work: 

1.  Status  surveys  would  be  conducted  for  native  unionids  (mussels)  within  Ohio. 

This  will  include  species  that  are  listed  as  either  threatened  or  endangered,  as 
well  as  those  listed  on  the  candidate  list. 

2.  Studies  need  to  be  conducted  to  determine  species  of  fish  that  serve  as  the  host 

for  the  glochidia  stage  of  the  native  unionids  in  the  Ohio  River  ecosystem. 
Again,  this  would  include  threatened,  endangered,  and  candidate  spedes. 

3.  Propagation  of  plants  to  meet  the  goals  of  recovery  plans  and  other  plant  species 

to  eliminate  the  need  for  listing  under  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act  is  needed. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  money  is  actually  being 
spent  at  the  Wilds? 

Answer  In  FY  1994,  $150,000  was  provided  to  the  Wilds,  of  which  $20,000  was 
used  to  support  red  wolves  at  the  Wilds;  $105,000  was  provided  by  the  Wilds  to  Point 
Defiance  Zoo  for  various  red  wolf  recovery  projects;  and  $25,000  was  provided  for 
wetlands  restoration  at  the  Wilds. 

For  FY  1995,  $225,000  is  available  for  work  in  cooperation  with  the  Wilds.  Funding  has 
not  been  provided  to  the  Wilds  pending  agreement  on  work  to  be  undertaken.  As 
stated  above,  the  Service  is  seeking  to  finalize  plans  for  1995  funding  to  be  used  at,  and 
in  coordination,  with  the  Wilds. 
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Question:  For  the  record  please  provide  a  breakdown  of  how  the  FY  1994 
money  was  spent  and  specifically  where  the  money  was  spent? 

Answer  In  FY  1994  $125,000  was  made  available  for  activities  supporting  the 
recovery  of  the  red  wolf.  The  contract  dealt  with  $20,000  for  maintenance  and  holding 
of  wolves  at  the  Wilds.  The  Wilds  contracted  the  remaining  $105,000  to  the  Point 
Defiance  Zoo  and  Aquarium  in  Tacoma,  Washington,  to  implement  other  high  priority 
red  wolf  recovery  needs.  Point  Defiance  Zoo  and  Aquarium  in  Tacoma,  Washington, 
used  these  funds  for  high  priority  red  wolf  work  at  other  locations  as  follows: 

(1)  An  economic  study  by  Cornell  University  in  eastern  North  CaroUna  ($30,000); 

(2)  Captive  breeding  pens  at  Fossil  Rim  Wildlife  Center,  Glen  Rose,  Texas- 
($20,000); 

(3)  Captive  breeding  pens  and  support  buildings  at  Lowry  Park  Zoo,  Tampa, 
Rorida  ($30,000); 

(4)  acclimation  pens  at  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park  (GSMNP)  in 
Tennessee  ($5,000); 

(5)  4-wheel  ATVs  at  GSMNP  ($11,000); 

(6)  captive  breeding  pens  at  Point  Defiance  Zoo  and  Aquarium,  Tacoma, 
Washington  ($6,000);  and, 

(7)  captive  breeding  pens  at  Wild  Canid  Research  and  Survival  Center,  Eureka, 
Missouri  ($3,000). 

In  addition,  in  1994,  the  Reynoldsburg,  Ohio  Field  Office  coordinated  wetland 
restoration  at  6  sites  at  the  WUds  for  a  total  of  $25,000.  Plans  were  prepared  by  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  and  funding  for  restoration  was  obligated  to 
the  Wilds.  Funds  have  not  been  expended  to  date  by  the  Wilds  which  is  contracting  the 
work. 

Question:  The  Service  was  directed  to  report  to  the  subcommittee  with  its 
plans  for  future  partnerships.  What  recommendations  have  you  developed  with 
respect  to  partnership  with  the  WILDS  that  better  meet  the  Service's  mission? 

Answer  The  Service  and  the  Wilds  have  not  finalized  partnership  arrangements 
to  address  cooperative  efforts  on  federal  trust  resource  issues  and  programs.  Consistent 
with  our  legislative  mandates  and  existing  programs,  the  Service  has  placed  a  high 
priority  on  working  with  endangered  species  propagation  (e.g.,  plants)  and  native 
mussels  and  these  issues  have  been  informally  discussed  with  the  Wilds. 
Implementation  of  these  plans  have  not  been  finalized,  pending  a  response  from  the 
Wilds  to  the  Service's  December  16, 1994  letter. 
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Question:  I  understand  there  may  be  a  need  for  a  facility  to  assist  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  implement  recovery  plans  for  threatened  and  endangered  species 
that  could  be  built  at  the  Wilds.  What  is  the  Service's  need  for  such  facilities? 

Answer  The  Wilds'  buildings  and  staff  expertise  are  designed  for  natural 
resource  programs  that  are  very  different  from  the  Service's  federal  trust  resource 
responsibilities.  If  Service  funds  are  to  be  spent  at  the  Wilds  on  work  that  will  benefit 
these  resources,  facilities  and  staff  expertise  would  indeed  need  to  be  put  in  place  at  the 
Wilds  before  additional  threatened  and  endangered  species  projects  could  be 
conducted.  The  Service  believes  that  facilities  are  currently  available  within  the  State 
for  this  type  of  work  at  state  wildlife  agencies.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Cooperative  Research 
Units  at  colleges /universities,  colleges/universities,  and  zoos  that  have  existing 
facilities. 

Question:  What  are  the  likely  costs  of  such  facilities  and  what  partnership 
opportunities  could  exist  at  the  Wilds  for  shared  facilities  of  this  nature? 

Answer  The  Service  does  not  have  a  cost  estimate  as  planning  has  not  been 
conducted  for  such  a  facility.  In  order  to  support  a  partnership  with  the  Service,  the 
facility  would  need  to  be  built  to  accommodate  research  and  propagation  of  domestic 
endangered  and  threatened  spedes,  migratory  birds  and  fishery  resources  where  there 
is  a  federal  interest. 

Question:  Could  such  facilities  benefit  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  needs 
beyond  Ohio  and  Region  3? 

Answer  If  a  facility  were  dedicated  to  Ohio  River  research  efforts  related  to 
federal  trust  species  such  as  declining  native  mussels  species,  for  example,  efforts 
would  benefit  mussel  recovery  efforts  in  other  Regions  as  well. 

Question:  Could  you  comment  on  the  feasibility  of  cooperating  on  mussel 
studies  at  the  Wilds  and  what  level  of  funding  would  be  needed  for  such  studies? 

Answer  No  mussel  studies  can  be  conducted  at  the  Wilds  at  this  time  as  they  do 
not  have  the  facilities  or  expertise  to  do  this  type  of  work.  Expertise  similar  to  that 
currently  in  place  at  the  Ohio  Sea  Grant  Program  (Ohio  State  University)  would  be 
needed.  If  expertise  and  facilities  were  available  at  the  Wilds,  annual  funding  of 
$100,000  would  be  needed  for  a  minimum  of  10  years  to  undertake  high  priority  long- 
term  research,  native  mussel  propagation,  and  zebra  mussel  control. 

Questioiu  According  to  the  budget  highlights  document  there  is  a  growing 
demand  for  interpretation,  public  education  and  outreach  activities.  The  Wilds  is 
very  interested  in  playing  a  role  in  this.  What  role  could  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  appropriately  play  with  respect  to  education  and  outreach  at  the  Wilds? 
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Answer  We  understand  that  in  1994  about  50,000  people  visited  the  Wilds  and 
this  number  is  expected  to  increase  in  the  future.  Education  and  outreach  material 
relating  to  the  Service  could  be  provided  to  people  visiting  the  Wilds.  The  Wilds  staff 
has  experience  in  education  and  outreach  and  they  could  assist  the  Service  in  preparing 
material  for  use  in  locations  other  than  the  Wilds.  These  materials  and  curricula  would 
need  to  be  targeted  to  Federal  species  of  concern  rather  than  exotic  species  which  is  the 
primary  interest  of  the  Wilds. 

Question:  Given  the  large  amount  of  acreage  at  the  Wilds  could  the  area  assist 
in  meeting  any  of  the  Service's  needs  with  respect  to  plants? 

Answer  It  is  possible  that  the  Wilds  could  assist  the  Service  with  some  of  its 
threatened  and  endangered  plant  needs  due  to  the  varying  soil  types  and  other  physical 
conditions  at  the  Wilds.  However,  because  much  of  the  site  is  reclaimed  strip  mine 
land,  the  soil  in  these  areas  has  been  disttu-bed  to  the  point  where  it  may  not  be  suitable 
for  the  specific  chemical  and  physical  conditions  that  threatened  and  endangered  plants 
might  need  or  may  require  significant  modification  to  support  plant  propagation. 

REGION  3 

Questioiu  How  does  the  staffing  in  the  Reynoldsburg,  Ohio  field  office 
compare  to  other  field  offices  in  the  region? 

Answer  The  Reynoldsburg  office  is  one  of  the  smallest  of  the  field  offices  in 
Ecological  Services  within  the  Region.  In  FY  1995,  7  FTE  are  allocated  to  the 
Reynoldsburg  office.  This  compares  to  the  following  funding  and  staff  for  Ecological 
Services  offices  in  Region  3: 


FIH 

Chicago  Wetlands  Offices,  IL 

7 

Rock  Island,  IL 

12 

Marion,  IL 

2 

Bloomington,  IN 

12 

No.  Indiana,  IN 

3 

East  Lai\sing,  MI 

14 

Twin  aties,  MN 

12 

Columbia,  MO 

8 

Green  Bay,  WI 

11 

Question:  Is  it  accurate  that  the  Reynoldsbiug  office  in  Ohio  is  responsible  for 
the  entire  state  of  Ohio  and  one  field  office  in  Chicago  covers  only  6  counties  in 
Illinois  with  more  staff  and  resources  than  the  Rejrnoldsburg  office? 

Answer  Staffing  levels  for  the  two  offices  are  the  same,  although  Chicago 
receives  more  funding.  However,  in  addition  to  project  plarming  responsibilities  such 
as  permitting,  licensing,  and  wetlands  conservation,  the  Chicago  Wetlands  Office  was 
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established  to  respond  to  the  rapidly  expanding  Chicago  metropolitan  area  and 
balancing  development  with  conservation  of  the  remaining  habitats  of  importance. 
Also,  the  Chicago  office  was  to  establish  the  first  large-scale  education-outreach  effort  to 
urban  and  nual  populations  in  the  Region  as  well  as  inner-dty  schools. 

Question:  Can  the  Reynoldsburg  field  office  effectively  implement  the 
Ecological  Services  program  with  the  current  staffing  levels? 

Answer  With  current  funding  and  staffing  levels,  the  Rejmoldsburg  office 
focuses  on  issues  involving  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  areas  of  importance 
to  migratory  birds.  Although  the  office  effectively  addresses  highest  priority  activities 
the  staff  is  unable  to  address  all  Ecological  Services  issues  within  the  state. 

Question:  For  the  record  please  provide  FTEs  and  budgets  for  all  Region  3  field 
offices  and  their  areas  of  responsibility. 

Answer.  The  following  list  represents  all  funding  and  FTE  allocations  for 
Ecological  Services  Offices  in  Region  3,  including  the  states  of  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa  (no 
offices),  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Ohio  and  Wisconsin. 


FY  1995  Budget 

State/Office 

FTE 

Illinois 

Chicago  Area  Wetlands  Office 

7 

Rock  Island  Ecological  Services 

12 

Marion  Ecological  Services 

1 

Indiana 

Bloomington  Ecological  Services 

12 

Northern  Indiana  Ecological  Services 

3 

Michigan 

East  Lansing  Ecological  Services 

14 

Minnesota 

Twin  Cities  Ecological  Services 

12 

Missouri 

Columbia  Ecological  Services 

8 

Ohio 

Reynoldsburg  Ecological  Services 

7 

Wisconsin 

Green  Bay  Ecological  Services 

11 

Area  of  Responsibility 

Chicago  metro  area 
Iowa  and  northern  half  of 
Illinois  except  Chicago. 
Southern  half  of  Illinois 

Southern  3/4  of  Indiana 
Northern  1  /4  of  Indiana 

All  of  Michigan 

All  of  Miimesota 

All  of  Missouri 

All  of  Ohio 

All  of  Wisconsin 
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COMPATIBILITY 

Question:  What  kind  of  reaction  have  you  gotten  to  your  resolution  of  the 
compatibility  issue  on  refuges? 

Answen  Overall,  the  response  has  been  generally  positive.  Prior  to  completing 
the  compatibility  reviews,  we  were  receiving  many  calls  from  people  concerned  about  a 
dramatic  decrease  in  recreational  uses.  These  people  were  pleasantly  surprised  to  see 
that  very  few  activities  were  proposed  for  termination  or  modification.  In  addition, 
some  conservation  organizations  have  acknowledged  the  Service's  progress  in 
resolution  of  incompatible  use  problems  on  specific  refuges.  Public  interest  is  likely  to 
continue  over  the  next  several  months,  as  reviews  of  uses  on  several  refuges  are 
completed. 

TAKINGS 

Question:  What  analysis  of  the  "takings"  provisions  of  H.R.  9  have  you  done? 

Answer  The  Service  prepared  an  analysis  of  H.R.  9,  as  introduced,  for  the 
Department,  including  the  "takings"  provisions  in  Title  IX,  as  we  routinely  do  for 
legislation  which  might  impact  Service  programs  and  responsibilities.  The  analysis 
raised  practical  and  constitutional  concerns  over  the  provisions  of  that  title.  However, 
this  title  of  H.R.  9  has  now  been  superseded  by  H.R.  925.  Most  of  the  specific  points 
raised  in  the  analysis  of  H.R.  9  are  not  applicable  to  H.R.  925,  although  the  overall 
policy  concerns  remain  unchanged. 

Question:  Do  you  believe  the  proposed  language  will  impact  the  Service's 
ability  to  fulfill  its  mission? 

Answen  Yes,  it  clearly  would.  The  enactment  of  HR.  925  would  not  in  any  way 
alter  the  Service's  obligation  to  list  species  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
and  the  settlement  agreements  for  lawsuits,  such  as  Fund  for  Animals  v  Lujan. 
requiring  specific  numbers  of  listings  annually.  Enactment  of  H.R.  925  also  will  not,  of 
itself,  alter  the  obligation  of  other  government  agencies  to  consult  with  the  Service 
under  section  7  of  the  ESA,  or  the  Service's  obligation  to  protect  listed  species  from 
harm.  All  of  these  actions  could  give  rise  to  takings  claims  against  the  Service  under 
H.R.  925. 

The  Service  would  then  have  to  pay  those  claims  determined  to  be  valid  from  the  funds 
appropriated  to  us.  H.R.  925  states  that  if  insufficient  funds  exist  to  pay  all  claims,  the 
agency  head  shall  seek  appropriation  of  such  funds  the  next  year.  Although  no  estimate 
of  the  total  cost  can  be  calculated,  it  is  anticipated  that  it  would  significantly  impact  our 
ability  to  seek  funding  for  other  activities  thereby  depleting  funds  for  operational 
programs  including  refuges,  fish  hatcheries,  etc. 
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Question:  What  activities  do  you  currently  conduct  or  regulations  do  you 
administer  that  could  potentially  be  impacted  by  this  new  legislation? 

Answer  As  modified  by  the  Tauzin  amendment  prior  to  passage  by  the  House, 
H.R.  925  would  appear  to  be  apphcable  only  to  ESA-related  actions  of  the  Service. 

Question:  Have  you  done  any  analysis  of  the  potential  costs  of  the  legislation 
to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  We  do  not  have  any  current  capacity  to  undertake  such  an  analysis. 
The  primary  exposure  to  claims  under  both  H.R.  9  and  H.R.  925  would  be  from  actions 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  The  cost  implications  of  the  listings  would 
not  be  discernible  until  the  listing  decision  is  completed. 

Question:  As  I  understand  it,  H.R.  9  would  allow  the  President  to  award 
Federal  lands  as  compensation  for  a  "taking".  What  is  yoiu  reaction  to  this  proposal? 

Answer:  H.R.  9  as  introduced  would  have  allowed  Federal  lands  to  be 
exchanged  for  the  private  lands  giving  rise  to  the  takings  claim.  No  such  provision  was 
included  in  H.R.  925. 

With  H.R.  9  providing  no  relief  from  existing  procedural  requirements,  it  would  be 
mandatory  that  such  actions  be  subject  to  Congressional  approval.  This  process  would 
be  administratively  cumbersome,  time-consuming  and  costly. 

However,  because  H.R.  9  provided  no  restrictions  on  the  President's  ability  to  select 
Federal  lands  for  such  exchanges,  the  possibility  would  exist  that  corporate  or  other 
large  landowners  might  seek  to  acquire  parks,  refuges,  or  other  protected  areas  for 
subsequent  development  under  that  provision. 

NATIVE  UNIONID  MUSSELS 

Question:  What  is  the  Service  doing  to  address  the  threats  to  native  Unionid 
mussels  caused  by  the  impacts  of  zebra  mussels?  It  is  my  xmderstanding  that  native 
Unionids  in  Lake  Erie  and  elsewhere  might  become  extinct  or  highly  reduced 
ntimbers  imless  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  other  agencies  become  more  active 
in  protecting  and  conserving  these  native  Unionids. 

Answer  The  prognosis  for  native  freshwater  mussels,  especially  those  of  the 
Unionid  Family,  is  gloomy,  with  widespread  extirpations  and  some  extinctions 
expected  before  the  year  2000.  Local  native  mussel  communities  in  Lake  Erie  and  Lake 
St.  Clair  have  already  been  elinunated.  Mortality  in  Illinois  River  mussel  beds  is  as  high 
as  48  percent.  As  zebra  mussel  infestations  in  other  waters  throughout  the  Eastern 
United  States  intensify,  more  v^despread  impacts  of  this  nature  are  expected. 
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Even  before  the  zebra  mussel  invasion,  native  mussels  were  the  most  imperiled  group 
of  organisms— terrestrial  or  aquatic-in  the  United  States,  due  in  large  part  to  habitat 
destruction.  Nearly  three-quarters  of  the  spedes  of  what  was  once  the  richest  mussel 
fauna  in  the  world  are  considered  endangered,  threatened,  or  of  special  concern.  The 
additional  threat  of  zebra  mussels  portends  a  trajectory  towards  extinction.  Unless 
slowed  by  prompt  coriservation  action,  current  trends  suggest  the  complete  loss  of  some 
genera  and  severe  impoverishment  of  this  important  fauna. 

Service  efforts  to  address  this  threat  include  establishment  of  refugia  for  native  mussels, 
monitoring  the  spread  and  intensification  of  the  zebra  mussel  infestation,  and 
preventing  dispersal  of  zebra  mussels  into  uninfected  waters.  The  most  direct  efforts 
involve  several  approaches  to  creating  zebra  mussel-free  refugia. 

Refugia  are  intended  to  protect  the  genetic  diversity  of  native  Uruoiud  mussels  over  an 
extended  period  until  the  infestation  of  their  natioral  habitat  abates  and  they  can  survive 
in  the  wild.  In  cooperation  with  the  States  of  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois  and 
Missouri  and  the  National  Biological  Service,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  initiated 
a  pilot  program  to  determine  the  utility  and  costs  of  holding  and  spawning  native 
mussels  in  ponds  where  zebra  mussels  can  be  excluded.  Native  mussels  from  the 
Mississippi  River  will  be  quarantined  in  zebra  mussel-free  ponds,  processed  to  remove 
any  zebra  mussels,  and  then  relocated  with  four  different  placement  orientations  into  a 
pond  at  Genoa  National  Fish  Hatchery,  WI.  The  growth  and  survival  of  mussels 
relocated  to  Genoa  will  be  compared  to  mussels  with  similar  placement  orientations  in 
the  Mississippi  River.  This  approach  is  also  being  tested  in  Virginia  and  near  the  Ohio 
River. 

Another  refugia  approach  being  evaluated  is  the  use  of  uninfested  headwaters  of  rivers 
and  tributary  streams  as  more  natural  sites  to  maintain  native  mussels.  This  approach 
is  being  considered  for  the  St.  Croix  River,  MN/WI,  a  tributary  of  the  Mississippi  River, 
as  well  as  several  other  rivers  and  streams. 

The  Service  has  been  instrumental  in  the  development  of  cooperative  zebra  mussel 
monitoring  networks  that  provide  timely  information  about  the  spread  and  intensity  of 
the  infestation.  Such  information  is  essential  to  ensure  that  native  mussels  most 
threatened  by  zebra  mussels  are  identified  in  time  for  effective  actions  to  prevent  their 
extirpation. 

The  Service  and  a  nimiber  of  other  entities  such  as  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  National  Park 
Service,  various  Sea  Grant  Programs,  State  agencies,  and  industries  dependent  on  raw 
water,  are  continuing  an  aggressive  public  education  campaign  to  help  prevent  the 
spread  of  zebra  mussels.  Comprehensive  cooperative  efforts  are  focused  on  preventing 
the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  into  the  St.  Croix  River,  MN/WI.  The  Service  was  the 
catalyst  for  efforts  getting  underway  to  prevent  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  west  of  the 
Continental  Divide  and  into  the  Rio  Grande  River  basin. 
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Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  if  native  Unionid  mussels  did  become 
extinct? 

Answer  Native  mussels  are  important  components  of  freshwater  ecosystems 
and  make  a  significant  contribution  to  the  biodiversity  of  those  ecosystems.  They  are 
sensitive  indicators  of  aquatic  environmental  health.  Filter-feeding  organisms  have  an 
ability  to  improve  water  quality  by  decreasing  organic  loading.  Their  loss,  even  in  local 
areas,  will  impoverish  those  ecosystems  and  substantially  alter  their  functions  with 
speculative,  but  potentially  extensive  consequences. 

Native  mussels  also  are  a  significant  commercial  resource.  Shells  are  exported  to  Japan 
for  use  as  the  seed  for  cultured  pearls.  The  loss  of  these  species  would  result  in  the  loss 
of  many  jobs  harvesting  and  processing  shells  and  increase  the  United  States  trade 
deficit  with  Japan. 

Question:  What  protective  management  actions  can  be  taken  to  prevent  the 
extinction  of  the  native  Unionid  mussels  in  Lake  Erie? 

Answer  If  adopted  quickly,  the  following  actions  will  help  to  prevent  the 
extinction  of  Lake  Erie  native  Uruonid  mussels  by  zebra  mussels.  Some  of  these  actioi\s 
have  already  been  iiutiated. 

1.  As  captive  propagation  and  rearing  of  native  Unionids  is  perfected,  this 
approach  can  be  used  to  protect  the  genetic  diversity  of  Lake  Erie  Unionid 
mussels  and  provide  a  source  for  reintroducing  them  to  the  wild  once  the 
infestations  abate.  Several  small,  local  or  a  few  large,  regional  facilities  would  be 
required. 

2.  Intensive  surveys  to  locate  existing  "beds"  of  native  Unioruds  in  Lake  Erie 
should  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible  to  provide  information  about 
reintroduction  sites  once  the  infestation  abates. 

3.  Timely  assessment  of  the  status  of  native  Uiuoiud  mussel  beds  and  the  density  of 
zebra  mussels  in  their  viciiuty  is  needed  to  determine  when  to  relocate  native 
mussels  into  refugia. 

4.  Additional  information  about  the  life  cycle  of  zebra  mussels  and  their  physiology 
and  behavior  is  needed  to  identify  and  develop  means  of  exploiting 
vulnerabilities  that  will  lead  to  effective,  environmentally  sound  control  or 
eradication  techiuques. 

Question:  How  much  of  your  FY  95  and  FY  96  budget  are  devoted  to  this 
problem  and  how  much  woiild  be  necessary  to  ensure  protection  of  the  native 
mussels? 

Answer  In  FY  1995,  the  Service  contributed  approximately  $60,000  through  its 
Endangered  Species  Program  toward  the  three  cooperative  efforts  to  develop 
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techniques  for  the  captive  propagation  of  native  mussels  described  above.  Projected  FY 
1996  expenditiires  are  expected  to  be  about  the  same  level. 

Regional  operations  in  the  Great  Lakes  and  the  Southeast  received  $340,000  in  FY  1995 
for  aquatic  nuisance  species  activities,  much  of  which  is  related  to  zebra  mussel 
monitoring  and  control.  Of  this  total,  $40,000  was  provided  specifically  to  support 
cooperative  efforts  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  zebra  mussels  into  the  St.  Croix  River, 
MN/WI.  Among  other  activities,  this  supports  intensive  monitoring  at  30  sites, 
including  the  use  of  commercial  divers. 

To  conduct  a  thorough  exanxination  of  the  declines  of  native  Unionids  and  the  effects  of 
zebra  mussels  on  them,  from  $2,000,000  to  $5,000,000  would  be  required  annually  to 
protect  native  mussels  from  zebra  mussels  throughout  the  Eastern  United  States. 

Question:  What  specifically  is  the  Service  doing  to  monitor  native  Unionid 
populations  in  Lake  Erie?  What  level  of  fimding  is  proposed  for  monitoring  in  FY 
19967  What  wo\ild  be  needed  to  determine  current  and  long  term  population  status 
of  and  better  define  zebra  mussel  impacts  upon  native  Unionids? 

Answer  The  Service  has  not  conducted  a  monitoring  program  for  native 
Unionids  or  zebra  mussels  in  Lake  Erie.  Few  studies  or  surveys  have  been  undertaken 
by  any  agency  to  identify  Lake  Erie  "mussel  beds,"  monitor  the  status  of  native 
Unionids,  or  closely  monitor  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  in  Lake  Erie.  The  organization 
most  actively  trying  to  track  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  has  been  the  Ohio  Sea  Grant 
Program  at  Ohio  State  University  and  similar  programs  with  universities  in  other  States. 
No  FY  1996  funding  is  proposed  for  this  purpose. 

2^bra  mussels  are  a  national  problem.  They  are  now  established  from  the  Twin  Cities, 
MN,  to  New  Orleans,  LA,  and  as  far  west  as  Oklahoma  and  as  far  east  as  Vermont. 
Zebra  mussels  are  already  found  in  inland  lakes  in  Ohio,  Indiana,  New  York,  and 
Wisconsin.  Unless  halted,  they  will  eventually  range  across  the  United  States,  except 
fwssibly  the  desert  Southwest.  Approximately  $2,000,000  would  be  required  annually 
to  assess  and  monitor  the  population  status  of  native  Unionids  threatened  by  zebra 
mussels. 

Question:  What  stop-gap  measures  can  be  implemented  in  the  short  term  to 
address  this  threat?  Is  the  Service  taking  any  stop-gap  measures?  What  is  the 
estimated  cost  of  stop-gap  actions? 

Answer  Barring  research  breakthroughs  that  identify  unique  vulnerabilities  of 
zebra  mussels  that  can  be  exploited  to  control  them,  several  stop-gap  measures  to 
address  the  threat  of  zebra  mussels  to  native  Unionids  can  be  instituted  in  the  short- 
term.   These  include: 

1.         Establish  facilities  to  propagate  and  hold  native  Unionids  in  an  environment  free 
of  zebra  mussels. 


397 


2.  Native  mussel  beds  that  are  minimally  infested  can  be  cleaned  of  zebra  mussels 
in  situ  through  the  individual  inspection  of  infested  mussels  and  removal  of 
encrusting  zebra  mussels.  This  is  an  extremely  labor  intensive,  costly  action. 

3.  Transfer  of  native  Unionids  from  infested  waters  to  zebra  mussel  free  waters,  but 
only  after  all  zebra  mussels  and  zebra  mussel  larvae  are  cleaned  off  of  the  native 
Unionids  and  they  have  been  held  in  a  quarantine  facility  to  ensure  they  are 
dean. 

4.  Prevent  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  into  uninfested  waters,  especially  tributaries 
without  boat  or  barge  traffic. 

The  Service  has  begun  to  take  action  on  a  limited  basis  to  conserve  and  protect  the 
integrity  of  native  mussels.  Captive  holding  facilities  in  three  areas  are  being 
experimentally  used  to  develop  effective  techniques  for  maintaining  captive  stocks  of 
native  mussels  in  an  environment  free  of  zebra  mussels.  Some  native  mussels  have 
been  transferred  from  infested  waters  to  the  St.  Croix  River,  MN/WI.  Cooperative 
efforts  are  underway  with  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  States  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin  to  prevent  zebra  mussels  from  being  introduced  into  the  St.  Croix  River. 

The  cost  to  implement  an  effective  mix  of  these  stop-gap  measures  throughout  the 
Eastern  United  States  -  where  zebra  mussels  threaten  native  mussels  -  would  probably 
exceed  $2,000,000  annually. 

Question:  What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  currently  doing  to  develop 
techniques  to  control  or  eradicate  zebra  mussels  or  is  this  work  all  being  performed 
by  the  N6S?  Is  there  still  an  appropriate  role  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in 
control  and  eradication? 

Answer  The  Hsh  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  is  not  developing  techniques  to 
control  or  eradicate  the  zebra  mussel.  The  research  and  development  is  currently  being 
conducted  by  the  National  Biological  Service,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  many 
universities,  and  a  variety  of  private  sector  entities.  In  addition  to  monitoring  the  rapid 
dispersal  of  the  infestation,  the  Service  role  in  cooperative  zebra  mussel  control  efforts 
should  continue  to  focus  on  preventing  the  spread  of  the  infestation,  protection  of  fish 
and  wildlife  facilities,  and  encouraging  control  efforts  by  States  and  other  Federal  Land 
management  agencies. 

Since  this  introduction  into  Lake  St.  Clair  near  Detroit,  Michigan,  in  1986,  the  zebra 
mussel  has  spread  virtually  unabated  throughout  the  Great  Lakes  and  much  of  the 
eastern  United  States.  Those  connecting  waterways  through  which  substantial  barge 
traffic  passes  have  had  the  highest  incidence  and  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  of 
zebra  mussels.  Unfortvmately,  no  early  attempts  were  made  to  reduce  the  dispersal  of 
zebra  mussels;  in  retrospect,  it  is  unlikely  that  efforts  short  of  eliminating  barge  traffic 
would  have  been  effective.  However,  the  Service  has  identifled  and  is  following  up  on 
opportvmities  to  prevent  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels. 
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The  Service  and  the  National  Park  Service,  in  cooperation  ti\e  effected  btates  ana  local 
agencies,  have  developed  and  are  implementing  a  Zebra  Mussel  Response  Program  on 
the  St.  Croix  River  that  forms  the  border  of  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin.  The  objective  of 
this  program  is  to  prevent  the  spread  of  the  mussel  into  the  St.  Croix  National  Scenic 
River  where  several  spedes  of  endangered  mussels  are  found.  Components  of  this 
program  include  monitoring,  inspections,  access  management,  and  remediation. 

Based  on  Service  initiatives,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the 
western  States  and  Canadian  Provinces  are  cooperating  to  prevent  the  spread  of  zebra 
mussels  west  of  the  Continental  Divide  and  into  the  Rio  Grande  basin.  This  involves 
developing  partnerships  with  potentially  affected  agencies  and  other  entities,  providing 
information  about  the  zebra  mussel  and  encouraging  States  to  do  likewise,  helping  to 
evaluate  risks  and  impacts  of  zebra  mussels  on  western  ecosystems  and  facilities,  and 
assisting  State  and  Provincial  governments  to  assess  their  capabilities  to  establish 
inspection  stations  and  prevent  transport  of  zebra  mussels  into  uninfested  areas. 

The  Service  has  been  evaluating  refugia  for  native  mussels  and  other  native  clams, 
including  national  fish  hatcheries,  as  a  means  to  avoid  extirpation  of  stocks  or  species. 
The  Service  is  also  assessing  the  vulnerability  of  its  facilities  to  zebra  mussel  infestation. 
Contingency  control  strategies  and  programs  will  be  developed  for  vulnerable  facilities 
to  ensure  cin  effective  and  timely  response  in  the  event  of  an  infestation. 

The  Service  also  is  involved  in  encouraging  the  States  to  develop  Aquatic  Nuisance 
Species  Management  Plans  including  control  measures  for  the  zebra  mussel.  The 
Service  shares  the  cost  of  implementing  approved  plans  with  funding  under  the 
Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1990. 

Question:  To  the  extent  that  the  Service  remains  involved  in  controlling  zebra 
mussel  infestations,  what  is  being  done  to  insure  that  the  control  techniques  have  no 
adverse  effect  on  native  species  such  as  the  Unionids? 

Answer  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  policy  emphasizes  the  need  to 
prevent  or  mininuze  impacts  to  non-target  organisms.  In  addition.  Service  zebra  mussel 
control  activities  focus  on  preventing  dispersal  to  avoid  the  need  for  control  measures. 
Contingency  plans  for  controlling  zebra  mussel  infestations  in  vulnerable  Service 
facilities  will  be  designed  to  prevent  adverse  impacts  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable. 
Thus,  Service  zebra  mussel  control  activities  are  likely  to  have  very  limited,  if  any, 
impacts  on  native  spedes. 

Question:  What  role  does  the  Service  play  in  coastal  ecosystems  and  how 
much  of  your  FY  1996  budget  is  devoted  to  this  activity? 

Answer  Many  programs  throughout  the  Service  play  a  variety  of  roles,  giving 
the  Service  a  strong  coastal  presence.  For  example: 
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•  40%  of  National  Wildlife  Refuges  are  coastal,  covering  over  60  million  acres; 

•  65%  of  permit  reviews  are  in  coastal  areas; 

•  75%  of  the  Nation's  coastline  is  covered  by  migratory  waterfowl  Joint  Ventxires 
areas; 

•  50%  of  the  production  of  National  Fish  Hatcheries  repopulate  coastal  waters. 

The  19%  budget  requests  $7,266,000  for  the  Coastal  Ecosystems  Program  which  serves 
as  a  focal  point  and  integrator  for  all  Service  programs  that  have  a  role  in  the 
conservation  of  coastal  living  resources.  The  Program  is  built  on  a  framework  of  four 
major  program  functions: 

•  Integrating  all  Service  activities  in  high  priority  coastal  watersheds  to 
identify  the  most  important  natural  resource  problems  and  solutioiis; 

•  Bringing  the  Service's  living  resource  capabilities  to  the  planning  and 
decision-making  processes  of  other  agencies; 

•  Forming  partnerships  to  implement  solutions  on-the-ground;  and 

•  Using  focused  outreach  to  instill  a  stewardship  ethic  and  catalyze  the 
American  public  to  help  solve  problems,  change  behaviors,  and  promote 
ecologically  sound  decisions. 

The  Coastal  Ecosystems  Program  has  had  tremendous  on-the-ground  success.  In  1994 
alone,  the  program's  partnerships  have: 

•  Reopened  over  28  nniles  of  coastal  streams  for  anadromous  fish  passage; 

•  Restored  over  1,960  acres  of  coastal  wetlands; 

•  Protected  36,000  feet  of  shoreline  from  erosion; 

•  Restored  freshwater  flows  to  enhance  2,885  acres  of  tidal  wetlands; 

•  Restored  52  acres  of  riparian  and  streamside  habitat; 

•  Received  over  $2,100,000  in  non-Service  matching  funds  for  various 
protection  and  restoration  projects. 

Question:  How  does  the  Service  coordinate  its  coastal  ecosystems  activities 
with  other  agencies  such  as  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  which  is  also  working  on 
coastal  issues? 

Answer  The  Service  coordinates  its  coastal  ecosystems  activities  with  a  number 
of  other  agencies.  Outside  the  Department  of  Interior,  the  major  coordination  is  with 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA),  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA),  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Service  also 
coordinates  with,  and  relies  heavily  on,  the  scientific  expertise  of  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  (USGS)  and  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  within  the  Department. 
Interaction  wdth  our  Federal  partners  occurs  through  a  variety  of  formal  and  informal 
arrangements,  memoranda  of  understanding  and  agreement,  and  interagency  groups  at 
national,  regional  and  local  levels.  In  general,  the  expertise  and  authorities  of  each 
agency  are  complementary,  allowing  partnership  efforts  to  achieve  synergistic  results 
that  are  much  greater  than  the  sum  of  the  individual  parts. 
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As  one  of  the  key  federal  scientific  agencies,  USGS  provides  earth-sdences  information 
and  data  from  its  long-term  research  and  monitoring  programs  that  are  needed  to 
imderstand  the  structure  and  function  of  ecosystems.  USGS  information  on  hydrology, 
water  and  sediment  movement,  geophysical  processes,  and  water  quality  is  used  by  ttie 

Service,  to  complement  our  biological  and  ecological  expertise.  Some  examples  of 
coastal  ecosystems  where  both  agencies  are  active  are  the  Gulf  of  Maine,  South 
Florida /Everglades,  Louisiana  Wetlands,  and  San  Francisco  Bay/Delta.  In  the  Gulf  of 

Maine,  USGS  hydrologic,  water  quality,  and  bathymetric  data  were  used  in  building  a 
geographical  information  system  (GIS)  that  is  being  used  to  target  Service  habitat 
restoration  and  conservation  activities.  Data  on  groundwater  and  surface  water  flow, 
and  hydrological  modeling  by  USGS  is  being  combined  with  Service  ecological 
information  and  inputs  from  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  others  to  develop 
large-scale  restoration  efforts  in  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem.  In  Southern  Louisiana, 
the  Service  and  USGS  are  coordinating  very  closely  to  build  predictive  models  and 
address  issues  of  coastal  erosion  and  wetland  loss.  In  the  San  Francisco  Bay/Delta 
region,  USGS  and  the  Service  have  worked  with  EPA  and  many  other  groups  to 
develop  a  Comprehensive  Conservation  and  Management  Plan  for  the  Bay/Delta. 
USGS  data  on  historic  distribution  of  habitats,  water  flow,  and  sedimentation  have  been 
invaluable  to  the  Service  in  targeting  wetland  and  other  habitat  restoration  projects. 

In  addition,  the  Service  uses  USGS  hydrological  units  to  map  the  boundaries  of 
ecosystems  and  watersheds,  and  coordinates  with  USGS  facilities  for  the  distribution  of 
wetlands  data  and  maps  from  the  National  Wetlands  Inventory. 

Question:  What  coastal  ecosystems  is  the  Service  focusing  on? 

Answer  Available  fimding  allows  the  Coastal  Ecosystems  Program  to  current 
focus  on  11  priority  coastal  ecosystems.  The  program  was  initiated  in  1985  with  efforts 
in  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  In  1991,  Delaware  Bay  and  Puget  Sound  were  added  to  the 
Program.  The  Program  truly  became  a  national  program  in  1992  with  the  addition  of 
fimding  to  address  issues  in  Albemarle /Pamlico  Sovmds,  Galveston  Bay,  Gulf  of  Maine, 
San  Francisco  Bay,  Southern  California /San  Diego  Bay,  and  Southern  New 
England/New  York  Bight.  The  South  Carolina  Coast  and  South  Florida /Everglades 
were  added  in  1995. 
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NEW  INITIATIVES 

Question:  What  is  the  rationale  for  beginning  a  new  initiative  to  provide 
conservation  grants  for  rhinoceri  and  tigers? 

Answer  The  Rhino  and  Tiger  Conservation  Act  was  enacted  by  a  bipartisan 
coalition  in  1994,  led  by  Rep.  Jack  Fields,  because  of  the  drastic  declines  which  these 
species  had  undergone  over  the  past  decade.  The  Act  was  passed  with  the  full 
expectation  that  the  Administration  would  request  funding  for  a  rhino/tiger  grant 
program  in  FY  1996.  These  spedes  are  particularly  vulnerable  to  exploitation,  and  are 
under  increasing  poaching  pressure  in  recent  years,  with  wild  populations  reaching 
critically  low  levels.  The  world's  rhinoceros  population  has  declined  90%  since  1970, 
and  orUy  5,000  tigers  remain  worldwide.  Immediate  action  should  be  taken  to  conserve 
the  remaining  populations  and  prevent  extinction.  Conservation  of  such  species 
requires  a  concerted  international  effort  that  fosters  the  successful  implementation  of 
the  Convention  on  Trade  in  Endangered  Species.  As  demonstrated  by  the  success  of  the 
African  Elephant  Conservation  Act  of  1988,  relatively  small,  well  implemented,  on-the- 
ground  projects  can  be  a  key  to  the  conservation  of  foreign  species.  Relatively  small 
investments  can  bring  very  large  benefits. 

Question:  Why  is  a  new  grant  program  to  states  needed? 

Answer  One  of  the  Service's  major  increases  in  the  1996  Budget,  $28  million,  is 
for  a  new  grants-to-states  program  in  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund.  The  purpose  of  the  increase  is  to  help  States  plan  and  fund  land 
acquisition  projects  that  will  support  habitat  conservation  plans  and  related  planning 
efforts.  This  program  has  been  proposed  to  ease  the  financial  burden  on  private  land 
owners  who  may  be  responsible  for  purchasing  listed  species  habitat  if  required  by 
conservation  plans. 

Question:  Will  these  habitat  conservation  plans  not  go  through  without  this 
federal  assistance  and  if  not  why  not? 

Answer  Presently,  habitat  conservation  plans  have  been  finalized  without  the 
assistance  of  this  new  initiative.  However,  one  of  the  major  logistic  hurdles  in  the 
habitat  conservation  planiung  process  is  the  acquisition  of  funding  for  mitigation  land 
purchases.  This  program  has  been  proposed  in  response  to  requests  from  numerous 
habitat  conservation  plan  participants.  The  Service  believes  that  this  program  v^dll 
increase  the  number  of  successfully  completed  conservation  plans  and  greatly  enhance 
the  effectiveness  of  protection  for  the  affected  species.  Additionally,  the  program 
would  ease  the  economic  burden  of  habitat  protection  places  on  the  private  sector  by 
federal  regiilatory  requirements. 

Question:  How  much  of  your  proposed  $30  million  increase  would  address 
basic  maintenance  and  operation  backlogs  at  the  hatcheries  and  refuges  and  how 
much  is  devoted  to  new  initiatives? 
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Answer  The  $30  million  increase  includes  $9.3  million  budgeted  for 
imcontrollable  costs  such  as  pay  raise  costs  and  increasing  health  benefits  costs  that  are 
distributed  Servicewide.  These  vmcontroUable  costs  will  offset  some  of  the  increasing 
costs  on  refuges  and  hatcheries  due  to  increased  pay  and  benefits  costs. 

The  remaiiung  net  program  increase  of  $20.8  million  in  the  Service's  1996  budget 
request  supports  many  of  the  Service's  traditional  programs  including  refuge 
operations  (-»-$3.3  million),  hatchery  operations  and  fish  and  wildlife  management 
assistance  (+1.6  million),  endangered  species  consultation  and  recovery  (+$4.9  million), 
trust  species  habitat  restoration  (+$2.1  million),  bay/estuary  program  (+$1.1  million). 
National  Wetlands  Inventory  (+$1  million),  environmental  contaminants  (+0.9  million), 
operation  of  the  Patuxent  analytical  control  facility  and  Visitor  Center  (+$2.3  million), 
migratory  bird  surveys  (+$0.7  million),  international  activities  (+$1.4  million)  and  the 
North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund  (+3  million).  The  budget  request 
continues  work  in  key  ecosytems  including  the  Forest  Plan  (+1.5  million)  and 
Everglades  (+$1.8  million). 

New  initiatives  funded  in  the  1996  request  include  a  proposal  for  enhanced  recreational 
fishery  resoruces  and  aquatic  ecosystems  (+$4  million),  grants  for  HCP  Land 
Acquisition  (+$28  million),  and  $0.4  million  for  the  Rinoceros  and  Tiger  Conservation 
Fund,  and  $1.6  million  for  a  Connecticut  River  initiative  (+$1.6  million). 

The  increases  outlined  above  are  financed,  to  some  degree  by  program  reductions  and 
realignments  to  focus  resources  on  priority  resource  needs.  Reductions  proposed 
include  refuge  maintenance  (-$7  million)  and  hatchery  maintenance  (-$2.5  million), 
vmderground  storage  tank  compliance  (-$1.5  million),  project  planning  activities  (-$1.4 
million),  environmental  contaminant  restoration  efforts  (-$0.5  million),  environmental 
contaminant  off-Service  lands  investigations  (-$0.8  million),  construction  (-$19.7 
million),  land  acquisition  (-$4.4  million),  and  other  lower  piority  program  reductions 
(-1.0  million). 

Question:  How  does  the  $4  million  new  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative  differ 
from  what  can  be  accomplished  with  sport  fish  restoration  funds  and  why  is  this  a 
priority? 

Answer:  Under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  the  Service  will  focus  on 
recreational  fishery  resources  where  there  is  a  clear  Federal  interest,  especially  those 
resources  that  are:  not  easily  managed  by  individual  States;  migratory  and 
interjurisdictional  in  nature;  located  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges;  Tribal  lands;  and 
declining  recreational  fish  species  that  are,  or  could  be,  listed  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  The  initiative  will  support  projects  with  long-term  benefits  that  emphasize 
self-sustaining  wild  stocks.  For  example,  on-the-ground  improvements  to  critical  fish 
habitats,  the  cornerstone  of  the  initiative,  may  not  increase  numbers  of  fish  caught  in  the 
first  year,  but  once  realized,  the  benefits  of  this  one-time  investment  will  continue  for 
many  years.    Similarly,  the  genetic  character  of  wild  recreational  species  must  be 
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determined  and  monitored  to  assure  their  genetic  integrity  is  not  being  affected  by 
management  actions  such  as  stocking.  Over  time,  such  consequences  could  lead  to 
unhealthy  populations  or  reduction  of  native  species  to  the  point  where  listing  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  necessary. 

This  initiative  is  a  priority  from  several  standpoints:  biological,  economic,  and 
sociological.  On  the  biological  side,  recreational  fisheries  are  an  important  component 
of  healthy  ecosystems.  Many  historically  important  recreational  fisheries  continue  to 
decline  despite  conservation  and  restoration  efforts  by  State  and  Federal  governments 
and  angling  and  conservation  organizations.  Unless  these  declining  trends  are 
reversed,  other  ecosystem  components,  and  ultimately  the  ecosystem  itself,  v^ill 
deteriorate. 

On  the  economic  side,  anglers  spend  more  than  $24  billion  annually  on  recreational 
fishing,  which  in  turn  provides  employment  for  1 .3  million  people  and  generates  $69 
billion  in  economic  output.  Many  of  these  benefits  are  realized  in  rural  communities 
and  make  up  a  large  share  of  local  economies. 

Sociologically,  recreational  fisheries  provide  more  than  1  out  of  5  Americans  an 
opportimity  for  fellowship,  relaxation,  and  appreciation  of  the  natural  envirorunent 
Participation  in  recreational  fisheries  could  increase  as  much  as  40  percent  by  the  year 
2030,  if  sufficient  fishery  resources  are  available  and  accessible.  This  initiative  will  play 
an  important  role  in  enhancing  important  recreational  fishery  resources  and  increasing 
potential  angler  days,  new  anglers,  and  new  and  diverse  fishing  opportimities. 

Although  States  are  conducting  numerous  important  projects  under  the  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  Account  to  benefit  recreational  anglers,  there  are  certain  recreational 
fisheries  that  State  programs  tend  not  to  address.  The  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative 
will  fill  some  of  those  gaps  and  complement  State  sport  fish  programs. 

State  funds  needed  to  match  funds  from  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  are  derived 
to  a  large  extent  from  license  fees  paid  by  resident  anglers.  Consequently,  projects  that 
offer  immediate  benefits  to  resident  anglers,  such  as  boating  access  and  stocldng  non- 
migratory  fish,  often  are  assigned  high  priority.  In  addition.  States  generally  place  a 
lower  priority  on  sport  fish  restoration  activities  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  do  not 
manage  fishery  resources  on  Tribal  Lands,  and  place  a  lower  priority  on 
interjurisdictional  fisheries  that  are  often  more  difficult  to  manage  because  they 
typically  involve  multiple  jurisdictions  and  species  that  require  complex  management 
approaches. 

Question:  Why  is  the  Connecticut  River  singled  out  for  a  special  new  $1.6 
million  initiative  in  yo\u-  budget  and  what  specifically  will  be  done  with  this  money? 

Answer  The  1996  budget  includes  funding  increases  for  a  number  of  cross- 
program  efforts  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  under  an  ecosystem 
approach,  including  the  Connecticut  River  Basin.    By  addressing  its  actions  in  an 
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integrated  manner,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  provide  more  cohesive  and  effective 
programs.  This  basin  was  included  based  on  its  ecological  significance  and  the  existing 
framework  for  cooperative  conservation  already  in  place  among  Federal,  state,  and 
private  entities,  and  public  utilities.  The  following  describes  specific  program 
proix>sals,  by  subactivity  or  program  element: 

A  Recovery  funding  increase  of  $123K/2  FTE  will  allow  the  Service  to  expand  efforts  to 
recover  the  Northeastern  bulrush,  dwarf  wedge  mussel,  Puritan  tiger  beetle. 
Northeastern  beach  tiger  beetle  and  American  burying  beetle  in  the  watershed.  The 
Service  will  pursue  actions  that  enhance  the  protection  and  promote  the  recovery  of 
several  other  species  through  partnerships  with  the  states,  particularly  for  habitats  and 
populations  of  disturbance-sensitive  beach  strand  species  such  as  roseate  tern  and 
piping  plover,  and  grassland  and  sandplain  communities  with  their  unique  and 
regionally  restricted  plant  and  animal  species. 

A  Habitat  Conservation  funding  increase  of  $220K/4  FTE  will  allow  the  Service  to 
restore  100  acres  of  salt  marsh  along  the  southern  New  England  coast,  especially  along 
the  Connecticut  coast,  as  well  as  restore  100  acres  of  freshwater  palustrine  wetlands 
within  the  watershed.  There  is  significant  opportunity  to  restore  Phragmites-dominated 
wetlands  in  Connecticut,  especially  the  biologically  rich,  unique  and  relatively 
undisturbed  lower  Connecticut  River  tidal  marshes.  Approximately  100  acres  of 
riparian  and  associated  wetlands  will  be  restored,  which  will  benefit  anadromous  fish 
as  well  as  Neotropical  migratory  birds  and  other  species.  The  Service  will  also  provide 
technical  assistance  for  agricultural  wetlands  delineation. 

A  Refuge  O&M  funding  increase  of  $750K/3  FTE  will  allow  the  Service  to  continue 
operation  of  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge.  A  high-priority 
need  of  many  land  protection  and  management  organizations  and  the  Conte  Refuge  is 
the  identification  of  protected  parcels  of  land.  A  computerized  Geographic  Information 
System  will  be  used  to  make  the  data  available  to  the  many  organizations  that  have  said 
that  knowing  areas  which  are  already  protected  would  help  in  their  own  land 
protection  efforts.  The  Conte  Refuge  will  develop  environmental  education  criteria.  A 
joint  environmental  education  program  that  fulfills  the  Service's  mission  and  its 
partners'  needs  will  begin.  Education  materials  and  curriculum  will  be  available  to  a 
network  of  environmental  education  providers. 

A  Hatchery  O&M  funding  increase  of  $180K/3  FTE  will  allow  the  Service  to  implement 
part  of  a  5-year  plan  to  increase  Atlantic  salmon  fry  stocking  in  the  Connecticut  River 
Basin  by  a  total  of  7  million  per  year.  This  portion  of  the  plan  will  increase  production 
by  5  million  per  year.  Funding  will  be  used  to  enhance  egg  incubation  capacities  at 
White  River  NFH  and  to  distribute  fry  using  volunteers  and  seasonal  employees.  The 
Service  will  increase  assessment  efforts  of  the  new  fry  in  the  upper  portion  of  the 
Connecticut  River  Basin  utilizing  new  seasonal  staff  and  existing  FTEs  at  White  River 
NFR 
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A  Fish  &  Wildlife  Management  funding  increase  of  $277K/3  FTE  will  allow  the  Service 
to  focus  on  cooperative  habitat  management  and  improved  outreach  to  Service  partners 
and  the  public.  Fisheries  biologists  will  monitor  survival,  growth,  and  habitat 
productivity  of  stocked  salmon  fry  to  population  restoration.  Successive  year  classes  of 
stocked  fry  would  be  assessed  by  establishing  and  monitoring  standardized  habitat 
index  sites. 

To  date,  salmon  and  other  anadromous  fish  restoration  partnerships  have  been 
established  with  the  states  of  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  and 
Vermont,  other  Federal  agencies,  educational  institutions,  conservation  groups,  and 
utility  companies. 

EVERGLADES 

Question:  What  was  accomplished  in  FY  1995  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
with  respect  to  South  Florida  Ecosystem  restoration? 

Answer  During  FY  1995  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  maintained  an 
active  partnership  role  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Restoration  initiative.  The  South  Florida  Ecosystem  initiative  is  designed  to  put  into 
place  a  comprehensive  restoration  program  for  the  Kissimmee-Okeechobee-Everglades 
ecosystem.  The  Service  has  been  a  lead  Federal  agency  for  the  following  efforts  during 
FY  1995: 

a.  Development  of  a  coastal  restoration  program  to  implement  "on-the-ground" 
restoration  projects  including:  seagrass  restoration,  mangrove  replanting,  restoration  of 
tidal  inundation,  and  water  quality  improvement.  Partnerships  are  currently  being 
formed  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  local  sponsors  to  effectively  utilize  the  section 
1135  environmental  restoration  program  of  the  1988  Water  Resources  Development  Act. 
The  National  Service  Program  (Americorps)  participants  will  assist  in  coastal 
restoration  activities. 

b.  Development  of  a  comprehensive  water  quality  and  quantity  program  for 
South  Florida.  This  effort  is  designed  to  restore  the  timing,  distribution,  and  quantity  of 
water  to  the  greater  Everglades  ecosystem.  The  Service's  Environmental  Contaminants 
program  is  a  leader  in  identifying  the  effects  that  mercury  and  nutrient-laden  water 
have  on  Everglades  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

c.  Provide  guidance  and  direction  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Central  and 
Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  Project  Restudy  under  the  authority  of  the  1986  Water 
Resources  Development  Act.  The  entire  Kissimmee-Okeechobee-Everglades  hydrologic 
system  is  a  complex  Congressionally  authorized  Civil  Works  project.  As  such.  Congress 
has  authorized  a  reevaluation  of  the  project  to  identify  opportunities  to  protect, 
conserve,  and  restore  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Service  is  an  integral  partner  in 
this  effort. 
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d.  At  A.R.M.  Loxahatchee  NWR,  a  major  research  thrust  was  initiated  to 
determine  the  level  of  water  quality  needed  to  prevent  changes  to  flora  and  fauna  in  the 
Everglades  Ecosystem.  This  is  a  mandated  program  resulting  from  the  Everglades 
Water  Quality  Litigation,  1995  Settlement  Agreement  and  T992  Consent  Decree.  This 
will  be  a  5-  to  7-year  project  including  channelized  dosing  studies,  determining  rainfall 
phosphorous  deposition,  monitoring  water  quality  inflow,  monitoring  changes  to 
wildlife  and  habitat  and  effectiveness  of  corrective  actions. 

e.  Other  research  activities  include  investigation  into  the  issues  of  mercury 
contamination  throughout  the  Everglades  Ecosystem,  including  national  wildlife 
refuges.  These  issues  include  source  and  extent  of  the  contamination  and  its  effects  on 
wildlife  (migratory  birds.  Endangered  species,  and  resident  fish  and  wildlife  and  the 
potential  effects  to  the  Native  American  Tribes  and  other  public  consumers  of  these 
wildlife  spedes. 

f.  At  A.R.M.  Loxahatchee  NWR,  an  environmental  education  program  was 
developed  to  aid  in  informing  the  fast  growing  South  Florida  population  which  will  be 
affected  by  water  related  issues,  both  quality  and  quantity,  in  the  near  future.  This 
effort  induded  interpretive  exhibits,  brochures  for  general  distribution,  and  video /slide 
programs  to  be  used  by  other  environmental  education  organizations.  A.R.M. 
Loxahatchee  NWR,  has  also  expanded  the  effort  to  control  the  invasive  exotic  melaleuca 
plant. 

g.  At  J J^.  Ding  Darling  NWR  a  Traveler  Ii\formation  System  (AM  radio)  which 
provides  a  15-minute,  continuous  playing  interpretive  message  informing  refuge 
visitors  about  the  mangrove  ecosystem  and  the  threats  affecting  the  refuge.  Additional 
interpretive  tours  and  information  are  provided  to  refuge  visitors  relative  to  the  refuge's 
luuque  wetland  and  upland  plant  and  animal  communities  and  how  the  refuge  fits  into 
the  South  Florida  ecosystem  and  the  problems  confronting  management  and  restoration 
of  the  area's  historic  drainage  patterns  and  vegetation  commuruties.  An  exhibit  was 
located  adjacent  to  an  exotic  plant  control  project  site  which  explains  the  negative 
effects  of  invasive  exotic  plants  such  as  Brazilian  pepper,  Australian  pine,  and 
melaleuca  to  South  Florida  native  plant  and  animal  communities.  Refuge  staff  are  using 
mechanical  dearing,  chemical  treatment  and  prescribed  burning  to  control  exotic  plant 
spedes. 

h.  National  Key  Deer  Refuge  increased  surveys  of  endangered  species  habitat,  to 
expand  habitat  restoration  projects  for  endangered  and  threatened  spedes,  to  control 
exotic  spedes;  to  dean  up  garbage  site,  to  expand  environmental  education  program, 
and  to  increase  protection  of  the  endangered  Key  Largo  wood  rat,  the  Key  Largo  cotton 
mouse,  the  American  crocodile,  and  the  Schaus  swallowtail  butterfly. 

Question:  The  effort  is  in  the  second  year  of  a  seven  year  program.  For  the 
record,  please  provide  the  estimated  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  involvement  in  the 
outyeais? 
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Answer  During  FY  1996,  the  Service  anticipates  finalizing  the  multi-spedes 
recovery  strategy  for  all  of  the  federally  listed  species  and,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
candidate  species  in  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.  This  strategy,  which  will  be 
developed  with  the  participation  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  National  Park  Service,  State  of  Florida,  South  Florida  Water 
Management  District,  and  local,  private,  and  academic  partners,  will  help  guide  future 
restoration  projects  in  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.  On-the-ground  coastal  restoration 
projects  will  be  implemented  and  monitored  for  success.  The  Service  will  provide 
substantial  input  to  the  Comprehensive  Wetland  Conservation  Plan,  anticipated  for 
completion  in  FY  1996.  A  significant  Service  public  education  outreach  initiative  will 
also  begin.  Additionally,  the  Service  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  on  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  Project  and  provide 
guidance  on  ecosystem  restoration  projects. 

Specific  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  the  Service  v«ll  be  integrally  involved  in  during  FY 
1996  include  the  restoration  of  the  Kissimmee  River  (monitoring  the  success  of  the  test 
backfill),  maximizing  the  extent  of  wetland  restoration  in  the  Kissimmee  Chain-of- 
Lakes  Revitalization  Project,  reregulating  Lake  Okeechobee  water  levels,  studying  the 
manipulation  of  water  levels  in  the  Water  Conservation  Areas,  and  focusing  on 
freshwater  flows  to  Horida  Bay. 

The  Service  expects  funding  needs  to  continue  for  the  next  several  years  at  the 
approximate  level  of  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget  request,  with  slight  increases  to 
acconrunodate  the  increased  costs  of  doing  business.  In  subsequent  years,  the  Service 
will  focus  its  efforts  in  the  following  priority  areas: 

a.  Restore  adequate  water  quality  and  quantity  to  the  Everglades. 

b.  Continue  the  coastal  restoration  program. 

c.  Provide  guidance  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works  program. 

d.  Implement  the  comprehensive  wetland  mitigation  program. 

e.  Implement  the  multi-spedes  recovery  plan. 

f.  Identify  and  ameliorate  environmental  contanunant  problems. 

g.  Contribute  to  the  outreach  and  public  education  program  for  environmental 
values. 

Question:  What  specifically  is  the  $1.3  million  increase  targeted  for? 

Answer  The  Service  has  targeted  the  increase  funds  to: 

a.  Finalize  South  Florida  multi-spedes  recovery  strategy  ($40,000). 

b.  Implement  irutial  recovery  actions  in  South  Florida  and  the  Florida  keys 
($200,000). 

c.  Implement  on-the-ground  projects  assodated  with  the  South  Florida  Coastal 
Restoration  initiative  ($500,000). 

d.  Develop  a  Comprehensive  Wetland  Conservation  Plan  ($20,000). 

e.  Ameliorate  environmental  contaminant  problems  ($260,000). 
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t.    Conduct  a  public  education  and  outi-each  program  ($100,000). 
g.   Assess  impacts  of  nonindigenous  species  on  populations  of  native  threatened 
and  endangered  aquatic  species  ($250,000). 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  efforts  to  develop  comprehensive  ecosystem- 
wide  recovery  plans  for  all  listed,  proposed,  and  category  1  species? 

Answer  The  Service  has  begim  to  develop  a  multi-spedes  recovery  strategy  for 
the  more  than  60  federally  listed  and  2  category  1  candidate  spedes  that  occur  in  the 
South  Florida  ecosystem.  The  Service  is  currently  assembling  members  of  the  recovery 
team  which  will  be  represented  by  the  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Army  Corps  of 

Engineers,  Envirorunental  Protection  Agency,  State  of  Florida,  South  Florida  Water 
Management  District,  industry,  university,  and  non-governmental  organizations.  The 
recovery  team  should  be  in  place  by  the  middle  of  April  1995. 

The  recovery  strategy  is  being  designed  to  not  only  identify  the  recovery  needs  of 
federally  listed  spedes  in  South  Florida,  it  is  also  being  designed  to  provide  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  with  the  support 
they  need  to  address  threatened  and  endangered  species  needs  while  planning  and 
implementing  projects  to  restore  the  Kissimmee-Okeechobee-Everglades  ecosystem;  it 
will  also  provide  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  with  the  same  support  while 
they  plan  the  Comprehensive  Wetiands  Strategy  in  South  Florida.  A  draft  of  the  multi- 
spedes  recovery  strategy  is  expected  to  be  distributed  for  public  comment  before  the 
end  of  this  calendar  year,  with  a  final  document  distributed  before  the  end  of  1996. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  mitigation  policy? 

Answer  The  Service  has  been  instrumental  in  providing  guidance  to  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  developing  a  wetiand 
mitigation  policy  for  South  Florida.  At  this  time  a  draft  policy  has  been  developed  and 
is  being  reviewed  by  State  and  Federal  partners.  Significant  effort  is  being  focused  on  a 
wetiand  assessment  methodology  (hydrogeomorphic  methodology)  to  systematically 
evaluate  wetiand  values  and  functions  for  purposes  of  mitigation  plarming. 

Question:  Why  is  a  public  education  outreach  effort  needed  at  this  juncture 
and  how  much  is  proposed  for  this  effort? 

Answer  An  estimated  four  and  one-half  million  people  live  within  the  South 
Florida  ecosystem.  In  addition,  thousands  of  visitors  travel  to  South  Florida  each  year 
from  locations  throughout  the  Nation  and  the  world.  The  status  of  federally  listed 
spedes  in  South  Florida  and  the  sigruficance  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem  is  largely 
unknown.  An  outreach  program  is  necessary  to  involve  this  audience  in  Service  efforts 
to  protect,  conserve,  and  recover  threatened  and  endangered  spedes  in  South  Florida. 
The  Service  proposes  to  allocate  $100,000  in  FY  1996  to  support  a  position  and  to 
conduct  an  education  program  in  South  Florida. 
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Question:  This  effort  involves  a  number  of  federal  agencies.  Is  the  effort 
working  well  and  how  are  the  various  agencies  avoiding  duplication  and  overlap? 

Answer  The  Florida-based  Working  Group  is  providing  the  guidance  and 
direction  to  ensure  that  duplication  and  overlap  do  not  occur.  For  example,  a 
Management  Sub-group  has  been  established  to  guide  the  development  of  the  multi- 
species  recovery  plan  and  the  comprehensive  wetlands  conservation  plan.  Lead 
agencies  are  designated  and  specific  tasking  are  identified  by  agency.  At  subsequent 
meetings,  any  conflicting  issues  or  duplication  are  identified  and  resolved.  To  date,  the 
process  is  working  quite  well  and  will  be  complemented  by  assembling  a  recovery  team 
that  has  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  working  on  restoring 
the  South  Horida  ecosystem. 

Questioiu  How  much  of  the  NAFTA  effort  is  for  public  education  and 
outreach? 

Answer  The  raising  of  public  awareness  through  environmental  education  and 
training  is  linked  to  all  projects  funded  under  this  initiative,  since  all  of  the  Service's 
NAFTA  activities  include  outreach  and  public  education  components.  These 
components  do  not  stand  by  themselves,  rather,  they  accompany  and  enhance  the 
effectiveness  of  law  enforcement,  refuge  management,  species  management  and  other 
initiative  components.  Approximately  $400,000  of  the  total  funding  allocated  to  projects 
within  Mexico  is  devoted  to  the  support  of  community  outreach  and  public  education 
activities.  The  goal  is  to  raise  the  levels  of  environmental  awareness  among  the  public, 
private,  academic  and  social  sectors  to  gain  support  for  local  conservation  and 
sustainable  use  initiatives.  Education  is  a  critical  element  needed  to  promote 
sustainable  development  and  provide  the  capacity  to  effectively  address  envirorunental 
and  development  issues. 

Public  outreach  will  be  addressed  as  an  integrated  component  of  all  major  program 
activities,  including:  (1)  training  in  the  natural  resources  management  field;  (2) 
developing  the  capacity  to  enforce  conservation  and  resource  management  regulations; 
(3)  training  reserve  managers;  (4)  information  dissemination;  (5)  strengthening 
institutional  capacities  to  design  and  implement  local  sustainable  resource  utilization 
strategies,  and;  (6)  integration  of  conservation  initiatives  into  the  local  socio-economic 
framework. 

Question:  Is  any  of  this  effort  mandatory  luider  the  Free  Trade  Agreement? 

Answer  The  North  American  Agreement  on  Environmental  Cooperation  signed 
between  the  Governments  of  Canada,  Mexico  and  the  United  States  to  support  the 
environmental  goals  and  objectives  of  NAFTA,  in  Article  10,  sec.  F  specifically  calls  for 
the  promotion  of  public  awareness  regarding  the  environment.  The  overall  Agreement 
includes  among  its  objectives:  (1)  increased  cooperation  between  the  parties  to  better 
conserve,  protect,  and  enhance  the  environment,  including  wild  flora  and  fauna;  the 
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strengthening  of  cooperation  on  the  development  and  improvement  of  environmental 
laws,  regulations,  procedures,  policies  and  practices;  (2)  enhanced  compliance  with,  and 
enforcement  of,  environmental  laws  and  regulations;  (3)  promotion  of  sustainable 
development  based  on  cooperation  and  mutually  supportive  environmental  and 
economic  policies;  and  the  promotion  of  public  participation.  The  Service's  efforts  are 
«dl  designed  to  implement  these  objectives. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  For  the  past  two  years  you  have  requested  funding  for  land 
acquisition  at  the  Ottawa  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Last  year  this  was  your  11th 
h^hest  priority.  No  funds  have  been  provided  and  this  year  you  have  not  requested 
huiding  for  Ottawa.  Is  this  no  longer  a  priority  or  did  you  simply  give  up? 

Answer:  The  Ottawa  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (NWR)  is  still  a  priority  for  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service);  and  is  ranked  12  on  the  Land  Acquisition 
Priority  System  (LAPS)  of  124  projects.  The  Service's  1996  budget  requests  funds  for 
those  acquisitions  with  the  greatest  degree  of  immediate  threat  to  the  resources  and 
greatest  acquisition  opportunities  that  currently  exist. 

Question:  Why  was  Ottawa  a  priority  in  past  years  and  do  those  values  you 
were  seeking  to  protect  still  exist  at  the  refuge? 

Answer:  Restoration  and  protection  of  coastal  wetlands  has  long  been  a  high 
priority  of  the  Service  at  Ottawa  NWR.  Coastal  wetlands  are  highly  productive  and 
diverse  communities  which  provide  the  biological  interface  between  the  aquatic  and 
terrestrial  community.  These  dynamic,  multi-functional  systems  provide  numerous 
benefits,  including  flood  control,  shore  erosion  protection,  water  management,  nutrient- 
cycle  control,  accumulation  of  sediment,  and  supply  detritus  to  the  aquatic  food  web. 
Unfortunately,  these  unique  systems  are  very  susceptible  to  numerous  natural  and 
human-caused  environmental  disruptions  that  are  now  causing  their  disappearance  at 
an  alarming  rate.  Thus,  the  Service  has  made  the  protection  of  these  areas  a  high 
priority. 

Question:  How  much  funding  would  be  needed  to  acquire  priority  tracts  at 
the  refuge? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  proposing  to  protect  up  to  5,000  acres  of  existing  or 
restorable  wetland  and  associated  upland  habitat  in  Lucas,  Ottawa,  Sandusky,  and  Erie 
Counties  near  Lake  Erie  in  northwestern  Ohio  at  a  cost  of  $9,000,000  and  will  take 
approximately  8  years  to  complete  with  adequate  funding  and  willing  sellers.  A  recent 


411 


analysis  of  the  land  market  in  the  four  counties  focus  area  revealed  it  would  cost 
$1,000,000  to  acquire  the  highest  priority  tracts. 

Question:  What  were  your  criteria  for  establishing  land  acquisition  priorities? 

Answer  The  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  (LAPS)  has  been  used  by  the 
Service  to  rank  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fimd  projects  for  budgeting  since  1987. 
The  projects  are  assigned  to  one  of  six  targets:  Endangered  Spedes,  Fishery  Resources, 
Migratory  Birds,  Nationally  Significant  Wetlands,  Nationally  Significant  Wildlife 
Habitat  or  Significant  Biodiversity.  Each  target  has  specific  criteria  that  are  used  to  rank 
the  projects  in  that  particular  target.  For  example  the  endangered  spedes  target  criteria 
ask  the  following  questions  for  each  project  in  the  target:  Does  loss  of  habitat  contribute 
to  species  status;  is  extinction  imminent;  and  is  recovery  possible;  and  what  is  it's 
taxonomic  status  (i.e.,  higher  priority  is  given  to  an  endangered  species  as  opposed  to  a 
subspedes).  LAPS  utilizes  project  and  budget  submission.  Common  project  factors  are 
used  to  rank  the  projects  from  five  of  the  six  targets  into  a  combined  list.  Common 
budget  factors  are  used  to  integrate  and  rank  the  budget  submissions. 


NATIONAL  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

Question:  What  would  be  the  impact  on  your  mission  of  providing  no 
funding  to  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation? 

Answer  The  Foundation  was  established  by  Congress  in  1984,  and  reauthorized 
in  1994,  to  utilize  public-private  partnerships  to  conserve  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant 
resources  in  support  of  the  mission  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The 
Foundation  has  been  successful  in  supporting  the  Service's  mission,  and  if  it  were  not 
funded,  the  U.S.  would  lose  one  of  its  most  effective,  agents  for  putting  dollars  on-the- 
ground  for  conservation.  Since  the  Foundation  began  its  grant  program  in  1986,  it  has 
used  approximately  $45  nxillion  in  directly  appropriated  funds  to  leverage  an  additional 
$107  million  in  non-federal  funds  for  a  total  of  $152  million  to  the  ground  for 
conservation. 

The  Service  estimates  that  the  Foundation  in  FY  1995  will  utilize  $8.5  million  in  funds 
appropriated  through  the  Service's  budget  to  leverage  an  additional  $19.1  million  from 
non-federal  sources,  for  a  total  of  $27.6  million  to  the  ground  for  over  200  conservation 
projects.  Every  appropriated  dollar  goes  directly  to  conservation  projects.  The 
Foundation  raises  funds  privately  to  cover  its  operation  expenses. 

A  few  examples  of  important  conservation  projects  funded  in  FY  1995  through  the 
Foundation's  grant  program  follow: 

California  Coastal  Sage  Conservation  ($1  million  in  NFWF  funds,  $3  million  total  grant):  The 
Foundation,  the  State  of  California,  and  other  non-federal  partners  have  joined  forces  to 
protect  coastal  sage  scrub  habitat  which  is  critical  to  species  such  as  the  California 
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gnatcatcher  and  cactus  wren  in  ways  that  will  facilitate  economic  growth.  In  FY  1995, 
tt\e  Foundation  received  $1  million  of  appropriations  through  the  Service  and  matched 
that  amount  from  private  funds.  The  FWS  provided  another  $1  million  from 
consultation  for  a  total  of  $2  million. 

Fisheries  Across  America  ($250fi00  in  NFWF  funds,  $500,000  total  grants):  The  Fisheries 
Across  America  program  was  iiutiated  by  NFWF  and  the  Service  to  help  promote 
projects  for  fisheries  restoration  that  focus  on  entire  watersheds.  Most  of  the  15 
Fisheries  Across  America  projects  slated  for  FY  1995  are  partnerships  between  the 
Service  and  local  private  cooperators. 

North  Coast  Habitat  Restoration  Project  ($100,000  in  NFWF  funds,  $300fi00  total  grant):  The 
Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  will  work  with  private  landowners  to  restore 
62  selected  sites  of  important  coho  salmon  spawning  tributaries  along  Oregon's 
northern  coast.  The  grant  with  the  Oregon  Wildlife  Heritage  Foundation  would  help 
prepare  individual  restoration  plans  and  then  help  provide  the  resources  and  technical 
expertise  to  complete  the  restoration  work. 

Karner  Blue  Butterfly  Conservation  ($25,000  in  NFWF  funds,  $75,000  total  grant):  In  FY 
1994,  Georgia-Padfic  and  several  other  forest  products  companies  in  Wisconsin  asked 
the  Foundation  to  assist  with  research  and  management  projects  involving  the 
endangered  Karner  blue  butterfly.  This  effort  which  is  continuing  in  FY  1995  represents 
the  first  comprehensive,  statewide  HCP  which  has  brought  together  Universities,  the 
forest  products  industry,  and  federal,  state,  and  local  land  managers. 

Atlantic  salmon  ($500,000  in  NFWF  funds,  transfer):  In  FY  1995,  the  Service's  Endangered 
Species  Program  contributed  $500,000  through  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  to  compensate  members  of  the  Greenland  Hunters  and  Fishermen's 
Organization  to  forego  harvest  of  all  but  a  subsistence  level  of  their  Atlantic  salmon 
harvest  quota.  These  actions  were  part  of  a  multi-year,  international  strategy  to  develop 
alternatives  to  salmon  fishing  for  Greenland  fishermen  and  thereby  allow  more  adult 
salmon  to  return  to  North  American  rivers.  All  nations  that  benefit  from  this  closure 
have  beien  asked  to  contribute  funds  necessary  to  implement  the  agreement.  In  FY  1996, 
$500,000  is  in  the  President's  Budget  to  continue  the  agreement  while  socioeconomic 
alternatives  are  developed  and  implemented.  The  Foundation  will  use  the  FY  1996 
appropriations  to  leverage  additional  foreign  contributions  and  negotiate  a  multi-year 
cessation  of  the  at  sea  fishery  leading  to  a  permanent  closure.  Neither  the  Foundation 
nor  the  Service  anticipates  the  need  to  provide  significant  annual  contributions  to 
purchase  quotas  beyond  FY  1996. 

Question:  If  funding  for  land  acquisition  were  reduced  would  it  be  your 
preference  to  fund  federal  priorities  or  allow  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
efforts  to  go  forward  because  of  the  leveraging  aspect  of  that  program? 

Answer  If  funding  for  Land  acquisition  were  reduced  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (Service)  would  want  to  fimd  priority  land  acquisition  projects  and  provide  a 
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reduced  level  of  support  for  the  Foundation  efforts.  At  a  reduced  funding  levei,  tne 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  could  encourage  private  parties  to  make  donations  of  real 
and  personal  property  (incuding  cash)  which  will  be  matched  and  will  benefit  the 
Service. 

Question:  If  no  federal  funding  were  provided  for  the  Foundation  would  their 
activities  continue? 

Answer  Without  federal  funding,  the  Foundation  would  not  be  able  to  generate 
matching  funds,  as  it  has  so  successfully  in  the  past.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  Foundation 
would  continue  its  current  pattern  of  grant  making  in  the  absence  of  federal  funds. 

The  Foundation  relies  on  private  contributions  to  cover  its  operating  expenses.  All 
Federal  funds  go  directly  to  on-the-ground  solutions.  Donors  are  attracted  by  the 
Foundation's  uruque  ability  to  leverage  federal  funds  with  private  funding  for  on-the- 
ground  conservation  projects. 

Question:  Your  budget  seems  to  be  placing  an  increased  emphasis  on  land 
exchanges.  Are  exchanges  more  costly  administratively  than  outright  acquisition? 

Answer  Exchanges  can  be  more  costly  administratively  than  outright 
acquisitions.  The  administrative  costs  involved  in  a  land  exchange  may  be  nearly 
double  the  cost  of  an  outright  acquisition  of  the  same  property  because  the  appraisals, 
environmental  surveys,  etc.  must  be  completed  for  both  the  property  being  divested 
and  the  property  being  acquired.  Under  a  straight  acquisition,  these  activities  are 
carried  out  for  just  the  property  to  be  acquired. 

Question:  Are  there  long-term  savings  from  exchanges? 

Answer  Long-term  savings  may  result  from  divesting  lands  of  minimal  wildlife 
value  for  lands  with  higher  habitat  values,  e.g.,  the  custodial  cost  savings  associated 
with  the  disposal  of  uneconomic  remnants  by  exchange. 

Question:  If  more  money  were  provided  for  land  exchanges  could  more  be 
accomplished  and  reduce  the  need  for  acquisition  or  does  your  budget  provide  the 
maximum  effort  with  respect  to  exchanges? 

Answer  It  is  possible  that  more  exchanges  could  be  accomplished  if  more 
money  were  provided;  however,  several  things  need  to  fall  into  place  for  a  successful 
exchange:  1)  the  landowner  must  have  land  or  interests  in  land  available  that  would 
benefit  the  Federal  Government;  2)  the  Federal  Government  must  have  available  land, 
interests  in  land,  or  products  that  it  does  not  need  for  program  purposes  that  would  be 
desirable  to  the  other  landowner;  and  3)  the  items  for  exchange  must  be  equal  or 
approximately  equal  in  value.  Therefore,  money  is  not  the  only  limiting  factor  in  the 
exchange  process,  and  both  straight  acquisition  and  exchange  should  be  available 
options  in  accomplishing  habitat  protection  that  is  in  the  national  interest. 
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record: 


Question:  For  the  record  provide  yoxir  land  acquisition  priority  list? 

Answer  The  following  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  list  is  provided  for  the 

US  nSH  &  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

PROJECTS  APPROVED  FOR  PLANNING 

LAND  &  WATER  CONSERVATION  FUND 

NATIONAL  PRIORITY  LIST 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

May  27, 1994 


NATIONAL 

RANK 

PROJECT  NAME 

STATE 

REGION 

TARGET 

1 

KOSIA  FOREST 

HI 

1 

ES 

2 

BLACK  RIVER  NWR 

WA 

1 

T7D 

I'K 

3 

BIG  MUDDY  NF&WR 

MO 

3 

FR 

4 

LOWER  RIO  GRANDE  NWR 

TX 

2 

BD 

5 

RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER 

VA 

5 

WT 

6 

WESTERN  MONTANA  PROJ. 

MT 

6 

BD 

7 

PEUCAN  ISLAND 

FL 

4 

ES 

8 

PETIT  MANAN 

ME 

5 

SW 

9 

CACHE  RIVER 

AR 

WT 

10 

ARCHIE  CARR 

FL 

ES 

11 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 

CA 

SW 

12 

OTTAWA  NWR 

OH 

SW 

13 

PAMUNKEY/MATTAPONI 

VA 

WT 

14 

GRASSLANDS  WMA 

CA 

SW 

15 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  NWR 

CA 

SW 

16 

UPPER  MISS.  NW&FR 

MN 

WT 

17 

KEY  CAVE 

AL 

ES 

18 

SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER 

CA 

SW 

19 

TRINITY  RIVER  NWR 

TX 

WT 

20 

BUENOS  AIRES  NWR 

AZ 

BD 

21 

CAPE  MAY  NWR 

NJ 

WT 

22 

DEEP  FORK  NWR 

OK 

WT 

23 

LOWER  SUWANNEE 

R 

FR 

24 

STONE  LAKES  NWR 

CA 

SW 

.     25 

CRANE  MEADOWS  NWR 

MN 

WT 

26 

LAKE  WALES  RIDGE 

FL 

ES 

27 

BALCONES  CANYONLANDS 

TX 

ES 

28 

NORTHERN  TALLGRASS 

MN 

BD 

29 

NORTHERN  TALLGRASS 

ND 

BD 

30 

DRIFFLESS  AREA  NWR 

lA 

SW 

31 

SAN  DIEGO  BAY  NWR 

CA 

SW 

32 

OR  COAST  REFUGES 

OR 

SW 

33 

JN  "DING"  DARLING 

FL 

WT 

34 

KENAI  -  KNA  LANDS 

AK 

BD 

35 

SAN  PABLO  BAY  ADDS 

CA 

SW 

36 

CHINCOTEAGUE  NWR 

VA 

5 

SW 

37 

COLUMBL^  BOTTOMLANDS 

TX 

2 

SW 

38 

MONTEZUMA  NWR 

NY 

5 

WT 
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39  CRCXX)DILE  LAKE 

40  MASHPEENWR 

41  RED  ROCK  LAKES 

42  PATOKA  RIVER  WETLAND 

43  PIXLEY  NWR  ADDITIONS 

44  ASH  MEADOWS  NWR 

45  GRAND  BAY 

46  CANAAN  VALLEY 

47  REELFOOT 

48  RACHEL  CARSON  NWR 

49  KODIAK 

50  MOEXX  ADDITIONS 

51  MARK  TWAIN  NWR 

52  OK  BAT  CAVES 

53  CYPRESS  CREEK 

54  SQUAW  CREEK  NWTR 

»  PETTAQUAMSCUTTCOVE 

56  ATWTRS  PRAIRIE  CHICK 

57  SHIAWASSEE 

58  ROANOKE  RTVER 

59  E.B.  FORSYTHE  NWR 

60  MINNESOTA  VALLEY  NWR 

61  VERNAL  POOLS  NV^ 

62  MINGO  NWR 

63  STILLWATER  WMA 

64  BACK  BAY  NWR 

65  COSSATOT 

66  NATIONAL  KEY  DEER 

67  GREAT  DISMAL  SWAMP 

68  RAINWATER  NEBRASKA 

69  ST.  MARKS 

70  TX  COASTAL  WOODLOTS 

71  KIRTLAND-S  WARBLER 

72  FLORIDA  PANTHER 

73  EMIQUON 

74  FRANZ  LAKE 

75  MS  SANDHILL  CRANE 

76  CENTENNIAL  NWR 

77  BAYOU  SAUV AGE 

78  COLUSA  NWR  ADDITIONS 

79  CRAB  ORCHARD  NWR 

80  OHIO  RIVER  ISLANDS 

81  HAWAIIAN  WATERBIRDS 

82  GREAT  SWAMP  NWR 

83  LAKEUMBAGOG 

84  OZARK  CAVEHSH  NWR 

85  MOOSEHORNNWR 

86  BEAR  RTVER  MBR 

87  MEREDOSUNWR 

88  TENSAS  RIVER 

89  SAVANNAH 

90  KASKASKIA  RIVER 

91  EASTERN  SHORE  OF  VA 

92  NW  PRAIRIE  COTEAUJMD 


FL 

4 

ES 

MA 

5 

WT 

KfT 

6 

SW 

IN 

3 

WT 

CA 

1 

ES 

NV 

1 

ES 

MS 

4 

WT 

WV 

5 

SW 

TN 

4 

WT 

ME 

5 

WT 

AK 

7 

FR 

CA 

1 

SW 

lA 

3 

WT 

OK 

2 

ES 

IL 

3 

WT 

MO 

3 

BD 

RI 

5 

WT 

TX 

2 

ES 

MI 

3 

SW 

NC 

4 

WT 

NI 

5 

SW 

MN 

3 

BD 

CA 

1 

ES 

MO 

3 

WT 

NV 

1 

SW 

VA 

5 

WT 

AR 

4 

WT 

FL 

4 

ES 

VA 

5 

SW 

NE 

6 

WT 

FL 

4 

BD 

TX 

2 

SW 

MI 

3 

ES 

FL 

4 

ES 

IL 

3 

WT 

WA 

1 

BD 

MS 

4 

ES 

GO 

6 

SW 

lA 

4 

WT 

CA 

1 

ES 

IL 

3 

BD 

WV 

5 

SW 

HI 

1 

ES 

NJ 

5 

SW 

NH 

5 

WT 

MO 

3 

ES 

ME 

5 

SW 

ur 

6 

WT 

tt. 

3 

WT 

uv 

4 

BD 

CA 

4 

BD 

IL 

3 

WT 

VA 

5 

SW 

ND 

6 

WT 

Qrt_c;ci;  n  _  qc; 
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93    COKEVILLE  MEADOWS  WT 

WY 

6 

WT 

94    ALUGATOR  RIVER 

NC 

4 

BD 

95    lA  WATERFOWL  PROD 

lA 

3 

WT 

%    YELLOWBANK  SLOUGH 

IL 

3 

WT 

97    GREAT  MEADOWS  NWR 

MA 

5 

SW 

98    BIG  STONE  NWR 

MN 

3 

WT 

99    WERTHEIMNWR 

NY 

5 

SW 

100   WALNUT  CREEK  NWR 

L\ 

3 

BD 

101    TUALATIN  RIVER 

CK 

1 

BD 

102    CRYSTAL  RIVER 

PL 

4 

WT 

103    BONSECOUR 

AL 

4 

BD 

104    CHICKASAW 

TN 

4 

WT 

105    PRIME  HOOK  NWR 

TX. 

5 

SW 

106   STEIGERWALD  LAKE 

WA 

1 

BD 

107    RICE  LAKE 

MN 

3 

SW 

108    MN  WATERFOWL  PROD 

MN 

3 

WT 

109    MI  WATERFOWL  PROD 

MI 

3 

WT 

110    ACE  BASIN 

SC 

4 

WT 

111    BOGUECHITTO 

LA 

4 

WT 

112    DAHOMEY 

MS 

4 

WT 

113    WALLKILL  RIVER 

NJ 

5 

WT 

114    TINTAH  SLOUGH 

MN 

3 

WT 

115    LATANIER  BAYOU 

LA 

4 

WT 

116    CABOROJO 

PR 

4 

WT 

117   WI  WATERFOWL  PROD 

WI 

3 

WT 

118    TREMPEALEAU  NWR 

WI 

3 

WT 

119    LAKEOPHEUA 

LA 

4 

WT 

120    BOND  SWAMP 

GA 

4 

WT 

121    GRAND  COTE 

LA 

4 

WT 

122    SUNKHAZE  MEADOWS 

ME 

5 

WT 

123    BAYOU  COCODRIE 

LA 

4 

WT 

124    BALD  KNOB 

AR 

4 

WT 

BD  =  Significant  Biodiversity 

ES  =  Endangered  Species 

FR  =  Fishery  Resources 

SW  =  Nationally  Significant  Wildlife  Habitat 

WT  =  Nationally  Significant  Wetlands 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Question:  Your  budget  proposes  to  reduce  dam  safety  efforts  from  $5.4 
million  to  $1.2  million.  Is  this  indicative  that  we  have  gotten  a  handle  on  dam  safety 
problems  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lands  or  indicative  of  budget  constraints? 

Answer:  The  FY  1996  budget  proposal  for  dam  safety  continues  inspections  and 
addresses  highest  priority  dam  safety  planning  and  design.  Of  the  27  Service-owned, 
high  and  significant  hazard  dams,  repairs  to  12  have  been  completed  including  9  high 
hazard  dams.  Currently,  there  are  nine  undergoing  advanced  investigation, 
preplanning  or  planning  and  design  and  another  six  requiring  planning,  advanced 
investigation,  design  and  repair  leading  to  future  funding  requests. 

Question:  Are  there  any  high  hazard  dams  that  are  not  being  addressed?  Any 
significant  hazard  dams? 

Answer:  There  are  currently  one  high  hazard  and  fourteen  significant  hazard 
dams  that  have  been  identified  through  the  Service's  dam  safety  inspection  program  as 
potentially  requiring  safety  repairs. 

However,  nine  are  currently  undergoing  advanced  investigation,  preplanning  or 
planning  and  design  leading  to  future  funding  requests  for  repair. 

Question:  For  the  record,  using  your  priority  rankings  (high,  medium,  low) 
please  identify  the  priority  for  your  requested  construction  projects? 

Answer:  The  following  are  the  priorities  (as  defined  on  page  265  of  the  Budget 
Justifications)  for  the  FY  1996  Construction  Projects: 

Dam  Safety  Inspections  -  High 

Bridge  Safety  Inspections  -  High 

Wichita  Mountains  NWR,  Grama  and  Comanche  Dam  -  High 

National  Education  and  Training  Center  -  Medium 

Construction  Management  -  N/A 

Question:  Has  the  existence  of  the  NBS  in  any  way  improved  your 
performance  imder  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Answer.  The  NBS  has  specialized  and  expert  capabilities,  including  personnel 
and  infrastructure,  to  conduct  research  and  provide  technical  services  in  many  areas 
needed  by  Service  programs  and  personnel  including  the  endangered  species  program. 
For  example,  NBS  has  helped  the  Service  by  conducting  status  surveys  for  some 
candidate  species.  The  NBS  also  has  personnel  who  specialize  in  the  fields  of 
information  transfer  and  population  viability  analyses,  which  are  important  in  the 
recovery  of  species.  In  addition,  NBS  has  responsibility  for  programs  designed  to 
understand  and  identify  methodologies  to  control  the  zebra  mussel,  an  introduced 
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spedes  that  is  threatening  native  mussels  and  causing  economic  hardship.  The  NBS  is 
involved  in  many  other  activities  beneficial  to  endangered  spedes  such  as  captive 
propagation  and  banking  seeds  and  gametes. 

Questiolu  Has  the  science  improved? 

Answer  Information  provided  by  the  NBS  is  of  tremendous  value  to  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  in  listing  and  delisting  decisions.  The  Services  uses  status  and 
degree  of  threats  to  spedes  to  make  these  dedsions.  In  assisting  the  Service  with  status 
surveys,  NBS  has  been  able  to  help  the  Service  gain  more  sdentific  information  on  some 
spedes.  For  example,  as  a  result  of  information  provided  in  an  NBS  status  survey,  the 
Service  found  that  the  Nevada  blue  butterfly  did  not  warrant  listing. 

Questioiu  For  the  record  provide  a  complete  listing  of  grant  programs  and  the 
requested  budgets.  Which  of  these  are  funded  totally  from  appropriations  versus 
revenues  from  fees  or  taxes? 

Answen  The  information  requested  is  provided  on  the  next  page. 
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Account/Grant  Program 

Appropriations 
Resource  Management 

National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
Endangered  Species  -  Recovery  Actions 
Land  Acquisition 

Natiorwil  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
North  American  Wetlands  Corwervation  Fund/ 
Wetlands  Conservation 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund/Revenue  Sharing 


African  Elephant  Conservation  Fund/ 
International  Conservation  Grants 
Rhino  &  Tiger  Conservation  Fund/ 

International  Conservation  Grants 
Cooperative  Endangered  Sp)ecies  Cons.  Fund/ 

Endangered  Species  Conservation  Grants  to  States 
Habitat  Conservation  Plan  Grants  to  States 
WildUfe  Conservation  and  Appreciation  Fund/ 
Grants  to  States 

TOTAL,  APPROPRIATIONS 


1996  Request        Sourae  of  funds 
($000) 


500      Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 

5,000      Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 

11^20        Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 
11,371        Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 
(Partially  funded  by  appropriations 
to  approach  full  entitlement) 

1,137        Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 

388        Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 

9,497        Appropriation  from  a  special  fund 
27,363        Appropriation  from  a  Sf)ecial  fund 

960        Appropriation  from  the  general  fund 


67,736 


Revenue  from  fees  or  taxes 
Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration/ 

Grants  to  States  -  Wildlife  Restoration  & 
Hunter  Education 
Sport  Rsh  Restoration/ 

Grants  to  States  -  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Grants  to  States  -  Coastal  Wetlands 
Grants  to  States  -  Clean  Vessel  Act 
North  Arr»erican  Wetiands  Conservation  Fund/ 
Wetlands  Conservation 
Wetlaiuis  Conservation 
Coastal  Wetlands 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund/ 

Revenue  sharing 
African  Elephant  Conservation  Fund/ 
International  Conservation  Grants 
Rhinoceros  and  Tiger  Conservation  Fund/ 
International  Conservation  Grants 


182, 160  taxes  on  hunting  equipment 

188,629  taxes  on  fishing  related  equipment 
7,450  taxes  on  fishing  related  equipment 
9,400        taxes  on  fishing  related  equipment 

48         fines.  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 

9,504  interest  on  taxes  on  hunting  equipment 
7,450        taxes  on  fishing  related  equipment 

4,630  receipts  from  sale  of  commodities 

50  contributions 

50  contributions 


TOTAL,  FROM  FEES  OR  TAXES 


409,371 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  1 

THE  HONORABLE  JIM  KOLBE  1 

Question:  The  settlement  agreement  signed  in  December  1992  regarding  the 
listing  of  endangered  species  requires  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  "propose  for 
listing  ALL  (emphasis  added)  species  that  were  officially  categorized  as  C-1  as  of 
September  1,  1992."  It  is  my  \mderstanding  that  this  category  contains  over  400 
species  and  that  this  "propose  for  listing"  must  occur  no  later  than  September  30, 
1996. 

Answer  With  the  exception  of  possible  substitutions,  the  settlement  agreement 
for  the  Fund  for  Animals  et  al.  v.  Lujan  et  al.  (FFA)  case  specifies  resolution  of  all  443 
Category-1  candidate  species  covered  by  the  agreement  no  later  than  September  30, 
1996.  However,  the  agreement  does  not  require  the  Service  to  propose  any  species  for 
listing.  The  agreement  requires  the  Service  to  publish  for  each  species  listed  as  a 
Category-1  candidate  spedes  on  September  1, 1992,  either:  1)  a  proposed  rule  to  list  the 
species  as  threatened  or  endangered;  or  2)  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  explaining 
why  a  particular  Category-1  candidate  spedes  no  longer  warrants  listing.  To  date,  the 
Service  has  published  154  proposed  rules  to  list  Category-1  spedes  covered  by  the  FFA 
settlement  and  published  not  warranted  notices  for  89  other  Category-1  species  covered 
by  the  settlement.  The  remaining  200  spedes,  and  38  others  added  to  the  Category-1  list 
as  a  subsequent  action  under  the  settlement,  must  be  resolved  by  September  30, 1996. 

Question:  In  view  of  the  accelerated  time  schedule  in  which  this  endeavor 
must  be  accomplished,  has  the  agency  developed  "short  cuts"  to  the  evaluation  and 
listing  process? 

Answen  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  not  developed  "short-cuts"  in  the 
evaluation  and  listing  process.  In  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  FFA  settlement  and 
to  increase  efficiency,  the  Service  has  worked  on  developing  multi-species  listing 
packages  geared  toward  ecosystem  protection.  Also,  the  Service  has  developed  and 
implemented  a  systematic  approach  to  prioritizing  and  addressing  those  species 
regarded  as  candidates  for  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  candidate 
assessment  system  is  used  to  establish  priorities  for  preparing  listing  proposals  for  all 
Category-1  spedes.  The  system  categorizes  spedes  by  the  magnitude  and  immediacy  of 
threats  (high  vs.  moderate-low;  imminent  vs.  potential)  and  by  taxonomic  status 
(highest  priority  to  monotypic  genera,  followed  by  full  species,  and  lowest  priority  to 
subspedes  or  distinct  population  segments). 

Question:  With  a  listing  recommendation  having  to  occiu-  approximately  every 
3  days,  please  provide  me  with  detailed  information  on  the  administrative  steps  and 
procedures  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  undertakes  to  comply  with  this 
settlement  agreement 

Answen  Spedes  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  FFA  settlement  receive  the  same 
administrative  processing  as  all  other  species  considered  for  protection  under  the 
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Endangered  Species  Act  (Act).  The  Service  conducts  a  status  review  in  compliance  with 
section  4(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Act  for  each  species  under  consideration  for  listing.  The  review 
must  include  notification  of  State  and  Federal  officials  and  other  interested  parties  of  the 
need  for  information  regarding  the  species  in  question.  The  purpose  of  the  status 
review  is  to  gather  the  best  available  scientific  and  commercial  data  to  determine  if  the 
spedes  warrants  protection  under  section  4  of  the  Act.  If  the  status  review  indicates  that 
protection  is  warranted,  a  proposed  rule  is  drafted  by  Service  staff  in  a  field  or  regional 
office.  The  proposed  rule  may  be  for  a  single  species  or  a  group  of  species  with 
common  threats,  habitat,  or  other  similarities.  The  draft  rule  is  then  subject  to  the 
following  Service  and  Department  of  the  Interior  (EXDI)  biologiccil,  policy,  and  legal 
reviews  before  publication  in  the  Federal  Register. 

The  draft  proposed  rule  undergoes  biological,  policy  and  legal  review  in  the  Regional 
Office  and  by  the  regional  DOI  solicitor.  Follov^ng  approval  by  the  Regional  Director, 
the  proposed  rule  is  forwarded  to  the  Washington,  D.C.  Endangered  Species  Office, 
where  it  is  subject  to  additional  review  for  compliance  with  National  policies.  If  the 
proposed  rule  involves  designation  of  critical  habitat,  experimental  population  rules,  or 
special  rules  under  section  4(d),  the  package  is  reviewed  by  the  DOI  Solicitor.  The 
package  is  then  reviewed  by  the  Service's  Office  of  Policy  and  Directives  Management 
and  the  Assistant  Director  for  Ecological  Services.  The  proposed  rule  is  then  reviewed 
by  the  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  if  signed,  sent  to  the  Department's 
Ciffice  of  Regulatory  Affairs  (ORA).  Proposed  rules  that  include  critical  habitat,  section 
4(d)  rules,  or  experimental  populations  must  be  approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  and  generally  require  review  by  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (OMB).  Following  final  clearance  by  either  or  both  the  ORA  or  OMB,  the 
proposed  rule  is  sent  to  the  Federal  Register  for  publication. 
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Question:  In  addition,  walk  me  through  a  listing  that  has  been  proposed  under 
the  settlement  and  please  include  the  date  in  which  each  step  was  performed  and 
completed.  * 

Answer:  A  proposed  rule  to  list  the  cactus  ferruginous  pygmy-owl  and  designate 
critical  habitat  will  be  used  to  illustrate  the  above  process. 


Task 


Status  review 

Proposed  Rule  submitted  by  Field  Office 
Review  by  Endangered  Species  Specialist 
Review  by  Regioncil  Solicitor 
Review  by  Regional  Director 
Review  by  Washington,  D.C. 

Division  of  Endangered  Species 
Review  by  DOI  Solicitor 
Review  by  Office  of  Policy  and  Directives 

Management 
Review  by  Assistant  Director  Ecological 
Services 

Review  by  Director 
Proposed  rule  signed  by  Director 
Review  by  Office  of  Regulatory  Affairs 
(Concurrent  with  Director's  review  due  to  litigation) 
Review  by  AS-Fish  Wildlife  and  Parks 
Review  by  Office  of  Management  &  Budget 
(Concurrent  with  Office  of  Secretary  due  to  litigation) 
Publication  in  Federal  Register 


Completed 

April,  1992 

March  21, 1994 
April  15, 1994 
May  20, 1994 
June  11, 1994 
July  19, 1994 

Not  required 

July  28, 1994 

August  2, 1994 
August  8, 1994 
December  6, 1994 
December  6, 1994 

December  6, 1994 
December  6, 1994 

December  12, 1994 


Question:  The  public  comment  period  for  the  critical  habitat  listing  of  the 
Mexican  spotted  owl  is  expected  to  end  on  March  7,  1995.  With  the  potential  of 
locking  up  over  4.7  million  acres  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  land,  please  provide 
me  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  proposed  action  for  this  area. 

Answen  The  public  comment  period  will  be  reopened  until  May  8,  1995,  to 
provide  for  comment  on  the  economic  analysis  of  critical  habitat  designation,  as  well  as 
to  provide  additional  opportimity  for  the  public  to  comment  on  the  draft  critical  habitat 
designation. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  no  intention  of  "locking  up"  land.  Rather,  the 
designation  of  critical  habitat  identifies  areas  considered  important  for  management  of  a 
healthy  Mexican  spotted  owl  population.  Timber  harvest  and  other  economic  returns 
will  most  likely  continue  in  critical  habitat  areas.  Critical  habitat  merely  means  that 
Federal  agencies  should  consult  with  the  Service  prior  to  conducting  an  activity  that 
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may  affect  spotted  owl  critical  habitat.  The  Service  will,  through  this  consultation 
process,  encourage  agencies  to  maintain  areas  occupied  by  owls  in  a  suitable  condition. 
Land  managers  will  also  be  encouraged  to  use  management  options  that  encourage 
stands  of  mixed  conifer  and  pine/ oak  to  become  suitable  in  the  future.  Commercial 
activities  in  other  vegetation  types,  such  as  pure  ponderosa  pine  and  spruce/fir 
habitats,  are  unrestricted  by  spotted  owl  management  needs. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  BARBARA  F.  VUCANOVICH 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  IN  NEVADA 

Question:  Could  you  provide  me  with  a  breakdown  of  how  much  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (Service)  has  spent  annually  to  enforce  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
of  1973,  as  amended  (Act),  in  Nevada  over  the  past  20  years? 

Answer:  Table  1  contains  estimates  of  the  annual  expenditures  on 
implementation  of  the  Act  by  the  Service's  Endangered  Species  Program  in  the  Nevada 
State  Office  during  the  last  20  years.  The  estimates  are  separated  by  program  whenever 
possible.  Expenditures  by  the  Service's  Division  of  Law  Enforcement  are  not  readily 
available  and  are  not  included.  During  1975  through  1985,  the  Nevada  State  Office 
employed  3  permanent  personnel  who  worked  exclusively  on  endangered  species 
recovery  implementation.  The  Nevada  State  Office's  Endangered  Species  Program 
currently  includes  10  permanent  employees  and  1  temporary  employee  and  shares  4 
administrative  support  staff  with  the  entire  office. 
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Table  1:  Estimates  of  annual  expenditures  (51,000)  on  implementation  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Endangered  Species 
Program,  Reno,  Nevada  (expenditures  by  the  Division  of  Law  Enforcement  not  included). 


Fiscal 
Year 

Candidate 
Conservation 

Listing 

Interagency 
Consultation 

Recovery 

Totals 

95 

248 

96 

357 

628 

1,329 

94 

125 

223 

384 

382 

1,114 

93 

93 

181 

255 

s'         97 

626 

92 

' 

553 

91 

35 

62 

70 

167 

90 

15 

97 

70 

182 

89 

15 

55 

111 

181 

88 

15 

65 

111 

191 

87 

58 

80 

88 

226 

86 

35 

45 

164 

244 

85 

36 

37 

169 

242 

84 

230 

83 

218 

82     ■  ■ 

207 

81 

197 

80 

78 

79 

~ 

74 

78 

70 

77 

66 

76 

63 

75 

60 

Total 

6,298 
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Question:  Does  the  Service  plan  on  moving  forward  with  any  listings  or 
delistings  in  Nevada  over  the  next  year,  and  if  so,  could  you  give  as  much  detaU  as 
possible? 

Answer:  In  December  1992,  the  Service  reached  an  out-of-court  settlement  with 
the  Fund  for  Animals,  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  In  Defense  of  Endangered  Species,  and 
other  individuals  to  reduce  the  backlog  of  plants  and  animals  awaiting  listing  decisions 
under  the  Act.  Under  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  the  Service  agreed  to  dedde  whether 
to  propose  approximately  400.  category  1  candidate  plants  and  animals  by  September 
30,  1996.  Category  1  candidate  species  are  those  for  which  the  best  scientific 
information  available  supports  proposing  to  list  them  as  threatened  or  endangered. 
Nevada  currently  has  14  category  1  candidate  species.  Also,  two  species,  the  Virgin 
spinedace  and  Sodaville  milk-vetch  have  been  proposed  for  listing. 

The  Service  received  a  petition  to  list  the  bull  trout,  Salvelinus  confluentus,  one  of  the 
category  1  candidate  species  occurring  in  Nevada,  and  determined  that  listing  was 
warranted,  but  precluded  by  other  listings  of  higher  priority.  The  Service  will  continue 
to  review  the  status,  listing  priority  and  the  success  of  ongoing  conservation  efforts  for 
this  spedes  to  determine  whether  or  not  to  prepare  a  proposal  to  list  the  bull  trout. 

On  September  21,  1994,  the  Service  received  a  petition  to  list  the  Amargosa  toad,  Bufo 
nelsoni,  another  category  1  spedes  in  Nevada,  as  endangered.  The  Service  is  currently 
reviewing  the  petition  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  presents  substantial  information 
indicating  that  the  requested  action  may  be  warranted.  The  result  of  this  review  will 
determine  whether  or  not  the  Service  may  ultimately  prepare  a  proposal  to  list  the 
Amargosa  toad. 

Question:  Regarding  particular  species  in  Nevada:  Do  you  plan  to  list  the 
Amargosa  Toad? 

Answer:  The  Service  received  a  petition  to  list  the  Amargosa  toad,  Bufo  nelsoni, 
as  an  endangered  spedes  on  September  21, 1994.  The  Service  is  currently  reviewing  the 
petition  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  presents  substantial  information  indicating  that 
the  requested  action  may  be  warranted.  The  result  of  this  review  will  determine 
whether  or  not  the  Service  may  ultimately  prepare  a  proposal  to  list  the  Amargosa  toad. 

Question:  Coiild  you  list  for  me  all  endangered  and  threatened  species  in 
Nevada  and  the  dates  of  their  listings? 

Answer:  Table  2  provides  a  list  of  endangered,  threatened,  and  proposed  species 
which  occur  in  Nevada,  their  listing  dates,  whether  or  not  critical  habitat  has  been 
designated  for  the  Nevada  portion  of  their  historic  ranges,  and  whether  or  not  a 
recovery  plan  has  been  approved  or  drafted. 
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Table  2;    Speciej  in  Nevada  listed  as  endangered  and  threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  as  amended 
(Act),  and  scecies  proposed  for  Tisting  under  the  Act  (ai  of  February  23.  1995). 


Common  Name.  Scientific  Name 


Date      Critical    Recvry   Popultn    %  Recvry 
Listed     Habitat     Plan      Status    Acheived 
in  NV 


Birds 

Southwestern  willow  flycatcher.  Empidontx  vk'IIH  txn'mus 
Peregrine  falcon.  Filco  peregrinus 
Bald  eagle.  Haliaeanjs  taucocephalus 

Reptiles 
Oesea  tortoise,  Gophervs  agassizii 

Rshes 

Warner  sucker.  Catosromus  wameransis 
Cui-ui.  Chasmistas  cu/us 

White  River  springfish.  Creniefithys  bailayi  baileyi 
Hike  White  River  springfish.  Cranichthys  btilayi  grantSs 
Railroad  Valley  springfish.  Crenichthyz  navadae 
Devils  Hole  pupfish.  Cyprinodon  diabcBs 
Ash  Meadows  Amargosa  pLfpfish.  C  nevadensis  m/onaetas 
Warm  Springs  pupfish,  Cypnpodon  navadansis  pactoralis 
Pahrump  (  —  killifishl  poolfish,  Bnpeaietitfiys  lams 
Desert  dacs.  Eramichthys  acms 
Bonytail  chub,  Gila  alegans 
Pahranagat  roundtaii  chub,  Gila  robusn  Jordan' 
Virgin  River  chub,  Gila  saminuda' 
White  River  spinedaca,  Lapidomada  albfvallis 
Virgin  spir.edace,  Lapidomada  molCspinis  moWspinis 
Big  Spring  spinedace,  Lapidomada  mollispinis  praxansis 
fyloapa  dacs.  Moapa  coriacea 

Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  Oncorftync/na  cJarki  henshawi 
Woundfin,   Plagoptems  argannssimia 
Independence  Valley  speckled  dace. 

Hhinichthys  osculus  lathoporus 
Ash  Meadows  speckJed  dace,  R,  osculus  navadansis 
Clover  Valley  speckled  dace,  R.  osculus  oligopona 
Razorback  sucker.  Xyrauchen  texanus 

Invertebrates 
Ash  Meadows  naucorid.  Ambrysus  amargosus 

Plants 

Sodaville  milk-vetch. 
Astragalus  lentiginosus  var.  sesQuimatralis 
Ash  Meadows  milk-vetch.  Astragalus  phoanix 
Spring-loving  centaury  Ca/7taurium  namopMum 
Ash  Meadows  survey,  EneaHopsis  nudicauSs  var.  cortugata 
Steamboat  buckwheat, 
Eriogonum  avaEfeUum  var.  wiMamsiaa 
Ash  Meadows  gumplant,  Grindala  fraxino-pratensis 
Ash  Maadows  ivesia,  Ivasia  kingi  var.  aramiea 
Ash  Meadows  blazing  star,  Menaelia  laucophylla 
Amargosa  niterwort.  Nitrophjia  mohavansis 
Uta  ladies'-tresses.  Spirantfias  diluvialis 


17Feb95 
20Mar84 
1  1Mar67 


2OAug80     Y 


27Sep85  I 

11Mar67  I 

27Sepe5  ' 
27Sep8S 

31Mar86  ' 

I  1  Mar67  I 
10May82  ' 
13Oct70  I 
11Mar67  I 
11Mar67  ' 
23Apr80  ' 
13Oct70  I 
24Aug89  I 
12Sep8S  ' 
(18May94)  - 
28Mar85  ' 

I I  Mar67  I 
130ct70  I 
130ct70  I 

1 0Oct89  I 

10May82  ' 

10Oct89  I 

230ct91  ' 


20May8S    Y 


PT  (08May92)  - 

T  20May8S    Y 

T  20May85     Y 

T  20May85     Y 


08Jul86 

20May8S 

20May8S 

20Mav8S 

20May85 

1 7Jan92 


N 


N 


Y  S 

Y  S 

Y  S 

Y  S 
0  0 


0-25 

51-75 

51-75 


u 

0-25 

1 

28-50 

S 

0-25 

S 

0-25 

s 

0-25 

s 

28-50 

s 

26-50 

s 

26-50 

s 

76-100 

s 

0-25 

0 

0-25 

s 

0-25 

0 

0-25 

D 

0-25 

u 

0-25 

s 

26-50 

D 

0-25 

0 

0-25 

U 

0-25 

S 

26-50 

U 

0-25 

0 

0-25 

26-50 
26-50 
26-50 

0-25 

26-50 

26-50 

26-50 

26-50 

0-25 


Status:    E  —  Endangered;  T  •  Threatened:  PT  •  Propoaed  Threatened. 

Date  Listed:    Date  of  Federal  Register  pubTication  Dsting  th«  species  or  proposing  the  species  for  listing. 

Critical  Habitat  in  Nevada:   This  species  has  designated  critical  habitat  in  Nevada  •  Y  -,  Yes:  N  -  No. 

Recvry  Plan;    Recovery  Plan  for  this  itiaoas  has  been  approved  -  Y   —  Yes;  N  -  No;  D  •  Draft. 

Popultn  Status:    Population  is  I  -  Improving;  S  -  Stable:  O  -  Declining;  U  •  Unknown. 

%  Recvr/  AcNeved:    Percentage  of  recovery  objectives  met. 

'  Endangered  only  in  the  Virgin  River;  Muddy  River  population  status  is  category  2  candidate. 
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U.    S.    FISH   Wro   WILDLIFE    SERVICE 
NEVADA   STATE    oVr  ICE 


CAiTOIDATE  AND    PROPOSED    SPECIES    OF    NEVADA 


Specias    included   in   Che  NoveTjer   15,    1994,    Endangered  and  Threatened  Wildlife   and 
Planzs;    Animal    Candidate  Review  for   Listing   as    Endangered  or  Threatened  Soecies,- 
Proccsed  Rule   and   in  the  September   30,    1993,     Plant   Taxa    for  Listing  as  Endangered  or 
Threatened  Species;   Notice  of  Review    (SO   CFR    Fare    17). 

(Updated  February    8,    1995) 


Comrr-cri  Name  Scientific   Name  Category 

KAMK.VLS 

1  Pycmy  raisbit  Brachylagzis    idahoensis 2 

2  Spotted  bat  Euderma  m^cuiacum    2 

3  Greater  western  mastiff-bat  Eiunops  pex-ocis   cai^fomicus *  2 

4  Palmer's    chipmunk  Eucamias    (-Tamias)    palmeri 2 

5  Hidden  Forest  Uinta  chipcunk  Eucaaiias    l  =  Tajnlas)     umariaus  aevadsnsis  2 

6  North  American  lynx         .,  Fells    i^Lyzix)     lynx  canadensis •  2 

7  Xorth  American  wolveriiie  Culo  gulo   luscus   2 

8  California  wolverine  Culo  gulo    luceus    2 

9  .-j.len's   big-eared  bat  Idionyccsris  phyllotis    («?lecocus  p.)    -  2 

10  Sierra  Nevada   snowshoe  hare  Lepus   cunericanus    cahoensis ■ 2 

11  Southwestern  otter  Lucra   canadensis   sonara *  2 

12  California   leaf-nosed  hat  Wacrocus    califomzcus  -, *  2 

13  ::ssert   Valley  kangaroo  mouse  Micradipodcps  megacephalus  aibivercsr  -  2 

14  Tletcher   dark  kangaroo  mouse  Microdlpcdcps  meaacephalus  nasuzss 2 

15  Pahrcuiagat  Valley  montane  vole'  Microcus  s-.oncanus   fucos-js 2 

IS  .-.sh  Meadows   montane  vole  Wicrocus  s-.cncanus  nevadessis 2 

17  Small-footed  myotis  Myocis   ciliolabrwn 2 

la  I-cng-eared  myotis  Myocis  evccis   2 

19  "ringed  myotis  Myocis    chysanodes   2 

20  Cave  myotis  Myozis   velifer 2 

21  Z-cng-legged  myotis  f^^cis   vola^s    2 

22  Vuma  myotis  Wyocis  y^2jr.anensis 2 

23  Big   free-tailed  bat  Nyczincaops  macrocis *  2 

(radarida   c,    T.    molossa) 

24  California  bighorn  sheep  Ovis  canadensis  califaraiana *  2 

25  Pale   Townsend's  big-eared  bat  Plecocus    cownsendii  pallescens *  2 

26  Pacific  Townsend's  big-eared  batPIecocus    ccwnsendii    cownsendil 2 

27  Preble's   shrew  Sarex  preblei   —  2 

28  rish  Spring  pocket  gopher  Thonomys    ir.—brinus  abszrusus 2 

29  San  Antonio  pocket  gopher  Ttomomys   umjarinus   curcacus 2 

30  Sierra  Nevada   red  fox*  Vulpes   vjipes   necacor 2 

BIRDS 

1  Northern -goshawk  Accipicsr-  c-eacilis 2 

2  Tri-colored  blackbird                      .  Agelaius    ericolor 2 

3  ■/•"'estem  burrowing  owl  Athene   cucicularia   hypugea 2 

4  "srruginous  hawk  Suteo  recalls  2 

5  Mountain  plover  Charad:rius  moacanus 2 

6  Slack   tern  Chlidonias   niger 2 

7  Southwestern  willow  flycatcher  Empidacax    craillli    exeimus *  PS 

a  Harlequin  duck  Histrionierus   hlscrionlcus +   2 

9  Least  bittern  Xxobryciius    sxilis  hesperis 2 

10  ><"h.ite- faced  ibis  Plegadis  chShi 2 

11  California   spotted  owl  Szrix  occidencalis   occidencalis 2 

12  Columbian   sharp-tailed  grouse  Tyinpanuchus  phasianellus  columbianus  --**  2 

re?t:lbs 

1  Northwestern  pond  turtle  Clettmys  marmoraca  ouinnoraca 2 

2  Handed  Gila  monster    (pops.    W   4 

N  of    the   CO  R.)  Helodernia    suspeceum  cinctum --  2 

3  Chuckwalla  Sauromalus    obesus    . 2 
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1  ■?>^i2ona    toad  Buio  miczos=aohus  mxcroscaobus 3 

2  X-oargosa    toad  Bufo  relsor.i - 1 

3  ^!ou.-ltain   yellow-legged   free  Rana   mus=osa    - -- 2 

4  Spotted   frog  '  R^na  preriosa 1 

FISKXS 

1  Wall    Canyon   sucker  Cacosconus    sp. 2 

2  ^!eadow  Valley  Hash  desert   suckerCaeoscomt:s    clarJci    ssp.    2 

3  Ceserc   sucker  Cacoscom-js    clarW    ---  2 

4  White   River  desert   sucker  Catosconirs    c2ai-;ci    ineerseJius -  2 

5  Flannelmouth   sucker    (Iwr  CO  P..)    Cacoscomus    lacipinnis 2 

S  Freston  White   River  springfish      Crenichchys  baileyi   albivallis  - --  2 

7  Noapa   White   River  springfish  Crenichchys   baileyi  moapae 2 

8  Ncorman  white  River  springfish      Creaichz^.ys  baileyi    chermophilus 2 

9  Alvord  chub  Ciia   alvordensis 2 

10  Sig  Smoky  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  ssp.    2 

11  Dixie  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  ssp.,  r, • 2 

12  jish  Lake  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  ssp. 2 

13  Koc   Creek  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  ssp.    -- - 2 

14  Pleasant  Valley  tui  chujj  Gila  bicclcr  ssp.    2 

15  Railroad  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  ssp.    2 

IS  ~ish  Creek  Springs   tui  chub  Ciia  bicolor  euchila 2 

17  Sheldon   tui   chub  Gala  bicolor  eurysoma 2 

18  Independence  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  isolata 2 

19  Newark  Valley  tui  chub  Gila  bicolor  newarkensis 2 

20  Leatherside   chub  Ciia   copei    t *  2 

21  Roundtail   chub  Ciia  rofcusca    ■  2 

22  Virgin  spinedace  Lepidomeda  tr.ollispinis  mollispinis PT 

23  scnneville   cutthroat  trout  Oncorbynchus   clarki    ucai    (•Sa'lr.o  c.   u.)  2 

24  Warner  Valley  redband  trout  Oncorhvmch'-s  mykiss  ssp.     (•SaXao  a.   ssp)  2 

25  Interior   redband  trout  Oncorhyzzcji-^s  mykiss  gibtsi    ImSalso  b.  ff.i  2 
2S  P.aiict  dace  Reliccus   soliearius   2 

27  Diamond  Valley  speckled  dace  Rhinichziiys   osculus  ssp.    — ■■ •-  2 

28  Meadow  Valley  Wash  speckled  dace-lhinichchys    osculus  ssp.    2 

29  Mcnitor  Valley  speckled  dace  Rhlnichch.ys   osculus  ssp. 2 

30  Casis  Valley  speckled  dace  Rhiaichtihys  osculus  ssp.    2 

31  White  River  speckled  dace  RhiMicbehys  osculus  ssp.    ,2 

32  Mcapa  speckled  dace  Rhlnicbziiys  osculus  moapae 2 

33  Pahranagat  speckled  dace  ilhiniciiciys   osculus  veliier 2 

34  3-^1   trout  Salvelist:s   con/luencus  -r 1 

htvz^itzbkatzs  * 

Snails 

1  Mcapa  pebblesnail  Fluminicol*   averaalis — .— —  2 

2  Pahranagat  pebblesnail  Flumlnicola  merriami 2 

3  Schell  Creek  mountainsnail  Oreohaiix  nevadensia .........—  2 

4  Crystal   Spring  springsnail  PyxyuJopsis   criszalis . 2 

5  Ash  Meadoys  pebblesnail  Pyrguiopsis   aryc&ropoma    jFluminieola  a.)  2 

6  rairbanks   springsnail  Pyrerulopais   tairbaaksenaia 2 

7  Elongate -gland  springsnail  Pyrgulopais   isolacus •-  2 

8  Oaais  Valley  springsnail  Pyrgulopais  micrococcus    (•fonealicaila  a.) 2 

9  DisCal-gland  springsnail  Pyi^ulopsis  nanus 2 

10  Madian-gland  Hevada  springsnail   Pyr^ulopaia  piaemri   2 

11  Wengs   springsnail  Pyrgulopala   wongi   ----. — -•--  —  •- •  2 

12  Sportinggooda   tryonia  Tryonia   angulaea ........ ...  2 

13  Grated  tryonia  Tryonia   clachraca  ....-.-..------™—  2 

14  Point  of  Xocka  cryonla  Tryonia   mltca — - — - — — — -  2 

15  Miauca   tryonia  Tryonia   aricaa — --- — - — —  2 

IS  Aaargoaa  tryonia  Tryonia   varlagaea -..--...  —  - — 2 

Clasa    a  Muaaals 

1  California  floater    (mussel)  Anodonea   calitomimnaia 2 

■toaafllas 

1  Lake  Tahoa  banthic  stonafly  Capnia  lacxiatra  ----• ....... .2 
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Grasshoppers    and  Allies 

1  Desert   monkey  grasshopper                 Psychomaszix  desercicola  - --  2 

True    Bugs 

1  A-T^rgosa   naucorid    (bug)                      Pelocoris    shoshoae   -- 2 

Beetles 

1  Crescent   Dune  aegialiar.  scarab    (beetle)               Aegialia   crescenca 2 

2  Hardy's    aegialian  scarab    (beetle)                              Aearialia  hardyi   - -  2 

3  Large    aegialian  scarab    (beetle)                                  Ae^ialia  magai£ica  2 

4  Death  Valley  agabus  diving  beetle                             Agaijus   rxjmppi   2 

5  Crescent   Dune  aphodius   scarab    (beetle)                 Apijodius  sp. 2 

6  Big   Dune   aphodius   scarab    (beetle)                              AphodJ.us  sp.    2 

7  Sand  Mountain  aphodius   scarab    (beetle)                 Aphodius  sp. 2 

8  Rulien's   miloderes  weevil                                               Miioderes  sp. ►  2 

9  Giuliani's   dune   scarab    (beetle)                                   PseudocoCalpa  guilianii 2 

10  SoLnd  Mountain  serican  scarab    (beetle)                    5erica  sp.    2 

11  Crescent   Dune  serican  scarab    (beetle)                    Serica,  sp.    2 

12  Devil's   Hole  wann  spring  riffle   beetle                 SCenelmis  callda  calida 2 

13  Moapa   warm  spring  riffle  beetle                                  Seeneimis  calida  moapa 2 

ButCarfllas    £  Moths  ' 

1  Carson  Valley  wood  nyrsph   (butterfly)                     Cercyoais  pegala  ssp.    2 

2  White  River  wood  cyraph   (butterfly)                          Cercyonis  pegala  ssp. 2 

3  Spring  Mountains   acastus 

checkerspot    (butterfly)                                               Chiosyne  acasCMs 2 

4  Saking   Powder  Flat  blue    (butterfly)                         Eupfciloces  baceoides  ss=;    -  2 

5  Darlc   blue    (butterfly)                                                         Eupbllaces  ecopcss  ssp.' 2 

S  Sand  Mountain  blue    (butterfly)                                   E'jphiloces  rica  ssp. o  2 

7  .Mattoni's   blue    (butterfly)                                              Euphiloces  rita  ma'czoci 2 

( m Shi jijttaeo ides  r.  a.) 

8  Mcrand's    checkerspot    (butterfly)                                Euphydryas  aaicia  mcra=di   -  2 

9  Mono   checkerspot    (butterfly)                                          Euphydzyas  editba  moaoersis  2 

10  Spring  Mountains  comma  skipper                                  Hesperia  comma  ssp.    2 

11  white  Mountains   skipper                                                    Hesperia  mirfmae  ssp. 2 

12  ?-ailroad  Valley  skipper                                                Kesperia  uncas  ssp.    2 

13  MacNeill    sooty  wing  skipper                                           Hesperopsis  gracielae 2 

14  Nevada  viceroy   (butterfly)                                           Limenicus  axchippus  larrnccani  2 

15  >:evada  admiral    (butterfly)  Limenicus  weidsaiey-erii  zevadaa2 

IS  white  Mountains  copper   (butterfly)                          Lycaena  ruhicus  ssp.    2 

17  Scaptoe  Valley  crescentspot    (butterfly)              Phyciodes  pascoensis  ssp.    -  2 

IS  Vthite  Mountains  icarioides  blue    (butterfly)    Plebejus  i&arioides  ssp.    --  2 

19  Spring  Mountains   icarioides  blue    (butterfly)  Plebejus  icarioides  ssp.   --  2 

20  Vrvite  Mountains  saepiolus  blue    (butterfly)       Plebejus  saepiolus  ssp.   —  2 

21  Spring  Mountains  blue    (butterfly)  Plebejus  shasca 

Charles tonensis  2 

22  White  Mountains  sandhill  skipper                             Polices  sabuleci  aXbamosrina  2 

23  Denio  sandhill  skipper                                                   Polices  sabuleci  siceaaculaca  2 

24  Alkali    (awandering)    s)cipper                                           Pseudocopaaodes  eunus  a'.mus  •  2 

25  Grey' a    silverspot    (butterfly)                                       Speyeria  atlanzis  greyi 2 

26  Carson  Valley  silverspot    (butterfly)                      Speyeria  nokamis  ssp.    2 

27  Carole's   silverspot    (butterfly)                                 Speyeria  zarene  carolae  —  2 

AnCa,    Baas,    6  Waaps 

1  ?.«dheaded  sphecid  wasp                                                   Eucerceris  ruficeps 2 

PUkirrs    (Plant  commoa  names  in  parenthesis   are   not  used  in  Che  Notice  of  Review.) 

1  (Rough  angelica)                                      Angelica    scabrida 2    ' 

2  Meadow  pussytoes                                     Aacaanaria    arcuaca 2 

3  (Charleston  pussytoes)                        Ancennaria    soliceps 2 

4  Hcdia  Hills   rock-cress                      Arabis  bodleasis 2 

5  (Grouse   Creek  rock-cress)                  Arabis   falcacoria 2 

S  (Elko   rock-cress)                                   Arabis   ^alcjfrucca 2 

7  (Ophir   rock-cress)                                 Arabis   ophlra   2 

8  Eoundary  Peak  rock-cress                   Arabia  piczlae 2 

9  Galena   Creek  rock-cress                     Arabis   rigidissima  var.    democa 1 

10  Tiehm's    rock-cress                                Arabis    ciehmii   2 

11  Desert-poppy                                           Arceomecon   califomica 2 
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K'r.ice    bear   deserc -poppy 

(Rosy   King    sandwort) 
Eascwood's    milkweed 

(Clokey  milk-vetch) 

(Sheep   mountain  milk-vetch) 

(Coose   Creek  milk-vetch) 
Seatley   milk-vetch 
(N'eedle   Mountains  milk-vetch) 
Black   uooly-pod 
(Threecoraer  nilk-vetch) 

(Gilman  milk-vetch) 
(Scorpion)    milk-vetch 
Scdaville   milk-vetch 

Curve -podded  Mojave  milk-vetch 

(Clokey  eggvetch) 
Lavin's    milk-vetch 

(Long-calyx  eggvetch) 
Spring  Mountains  milk-vetch 
P.obbins    milk-vstch  j 

Weak  milk-vetch 
Tiehm's   milk-vetch 

(Currant)    milk-vetch 
Csgood  Mountains  milk-vetch 

(Triangle    lobe  mconwort) 

(Crenulate   moonwort) 
Alkali   mariposa   lily 

(Cane   Spring  evening  primrose) 
Mcnte   Neva  paintbrush 

(?.smote    rabbitbrush) 

(Sarren  Valley  collomia) 
Tecopa  bird's-beak 
Cats eye 

Scnoolcraf  C  s   cryptantha 
Welsh's    cryptantha 
Bcdie  Kills   draba 

(Goodrich  biscuitrooc) 

(Sanicle   biscuitroot) 

(Desert  whiclowgrass) 
Zclcmite   draba 

(Jaeger  whiclowgrass) 

(Snake   Range   whitlowgrass) 

(Charleston  draba) 
Nevada   willowherb 

(Broad)     fleabane 

(Sheep   fleabane) 

(Windioving)    buckwheat 

(Sulphur  Springs)    buckwheat 
Forked  buclcwheat 
Crosby'  s   bucjcwheat 
Kolragren's   buclcwheat 

(Lewis   buckwheat) 

(Altered  andesite  buckwheat) 

Prostrate  buckwheat 

Tiehra' s   buckwheat 

(Sciclcy)    buclcwheat 

Clokey' s    forsellesia 

(Sunnyside)    green-gentian 

(?aiiuce)    green -gentian 

Kingston  bedstraw 

Sr»ach  pungent   forsellesia 

(Alpine    tonestus) 
(Lone  Mountain  tonestus) 
Sierra  Valley  ivesia 
(Hidden   ivesia) 


Arcconieco.-    merrxamil    2 

Arenaria    kingii    ssp.    rosea 2 

Asclepias    eascwoodiana    2 

Ascragali:s    aequalis 2 

Ascragaics    amphioxys  var.    musimoniim 

(■    A.    musimonum)     2 

Ascra^al-S    ar.seriaus    - 2 

Ascraaalvs    beacleyae  1 

AscragaliiS    eurylobus   2 

Ascracfalus    fasiereus 2 

AscragalLis   aeyeri   var.    criouetrus 

(-    A.     criguecrus)    2 

Astragalus   g-ilmAnii 2 

Ascraefalus    lencigxnosus  var.    scorpionis  2 
Astragalus    lenciginosus  var. 

sesquesiszralis PT 

AscragajLis   mohavensis  var.    heatigyrus  --  2 

Astragalus   oophoriis  var.    cioJce/anus  —  l 

Astragalus    oophorup  var.    laviaii 2 

Astragalus    oophorus  var.    lonciocalyx  --  2 

Ascragalus   resiocus 2 

Ascragal\is   robbiasii  var.    occidescalis  2 

AscraqaliiS    solitarius 2 

Ascragalus    eiehmii    2 

Astragalus   uzzcialis 2 

Aszragalus  yodeT-williamsii 2 

So  crychi  u.-n   ascssdens *   2 

Bocrychix:^.   crenulacum *    2 

Calochorcus    scriacus 2 

Camissac^s.  aeaalancha 2 

Cascillej'a    salsuainosa 1 

Chjrysocii3^.^::iS   eremobias 2 

Collcmia.    rsnacca    2 

CordylanrJius    cecopensis 2 

CrypcancJta    Insolita **   2 

CryptanzJzs.   schoolcrsfcii 2 

Crypcancia   welsixii   2 

CusicJcielia   cuadricoscaca   (-Draia  a.)    -  2 

Cytnoptsrus    ^oodrichli   2 

Cyinpocer-.:s   ripleyi  var.    sanicuioides  --  2 

Draba  trlds   2 

DraJsa  cra.ss2.folia  vjur.   oevadeasis 2 

Draba  jae^eri 2 

Draba  oreiiaca  var.    seipeacina 2 

Draba  pauci-rucca 2 

Epilobiiizs   cevadense 2 

Erigeran    latus    ^ 

Erigeron    avians ^ 

£riogoaua   aneatophllum  ---------  —  -- —  2 

Eriogonun   argophyllum ^ 

-Eriogonuo  ii/urcatum  ---  —  -----  —  - —  2 

Eriogonun   crosbyae 2 

Eriogonwn  fcoljngreaii —  ---  2 

Eriogonusi   2.s'in.si.i   ^ 

Eriogonum   lobbii  var.    robusctim 2 

Erlogocue  prociduua 2 

Erlogonuc:    eiehmii    2 

Eriogonuo    vlsciduluo  ------------------  2 

Forsellesia.    clokeyi — 2 

Frasera   syrp''-<=°^* * ? 

Frasera  pMhuceasis 2 

Galium  bilesdiae  ssp.    klagseaaeuse 2 

Clossqp«calon  pungens  var.    jlabra 

(•    Forsellesia  pungeas  var.    glabra)    -  2 

Haplopappus   alpinus 2 

Haplopapcus   granicicus 2 

Ivesia  aserca  var.    aperta - •    2 

Ivmsia  czypzocaulis 2 
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76  (Jaeger   ivesia)  Ivesia   ja.screri 2 

77  =ine   Nut   Mountains    ivesia  Ivesia  picyocharis -  2 

78  Grimy  ivesia  Ivesia   r.hviara   var.    rhypara  - 2 

79  Webber's    ivesia.  Jvesia    weh'teri    2 

80  (Waxflower)  Jamesia    cszrasecala 2 

81  (Grimes   vetchling)  Laehyrus   ffritn'esii    --r- *   2 

82  (Bruneau  River  prickly  phlox)         Leptodaczvlor.   glabrum  --.^^ 2 

83  (Maguire   bitterroot)  Lewisia  rr'a^uirei '^ --  2 

84  Eesert-parsley  Lomacixjm   crraveoleas  var.    clarkii •    2 

85  S::iooth  stickleaf  Mentzelia'cioliis 2 

86  Packard's   stickleaf  Afentrelia  pacJicardiae 2 

87  (Blue   Diamond  cholla)  Cpuncia    whioolei   var.    mulcijeaiculaca  -  1 

88  Nevada   oryctes  Orycces   neva'densis   -- --  2 

89  (Charleston  pine-rfood  lousewort)    Pedicularis    semibarbaraca  var. 

chai-Jesconeasis •-...-.. .  j 

90  (Seaver  Dam)    scurf-pea  Pediomelust   cascoreum 2 

91  White-margined  penstemon  Pensceaioc   al^booiarsriiiacus 2 

92  (Nevada  dune  beardtongue)  Pensceaion   arenarius   2 

93  (Yellow  twotone  beardtongue)  Penstemon   bicolor  $sp.    bicolor 2 

94  (Sosy  twotone  beardtongue)  Penstemon  iicolor  Wsp.    roseus 2 

95  Tunnel   Springs  beardtongue  Penstemon   concinnus 2 

96  (Cordelia  beardtongue)    ,  Penstemon   flojribundus 2 

97  A:sargosa  penstemon          '  Penstemon   fruciciformls  ssp.   amaryosae  2 

98  (?iJiute  Mesa)    beardtongue  Penstemon  paAutensis 2 

99  (Bashful   beardtongue)  PsDstemcn  pudlcus 2 

100  Beatley  phacelia  Pbacelia  beacleyae 2 

101  (Obscure   scorpion  plant)  Pbacelia   i-coaspiciia   2 

102  (Least)    phacelia  Pbacelia  cinucissima   --• 2 

103  Mono  pliacelia  Pbacelia  mcnoeasis 2 

104  Parish's   phacelia  Pbacelia  paxisbli   2 

105  (William)    combleaf  Polycteni'.;^   wiliia/nslae 1 

106  (Pygmy  poreleaf)  Porophyl I irs  pysnaeum 2 

107  Soldier  Meadows   cinquefoil  Potencilla   basaltica   1 

108  (Coctam  cinquefoil)  Potentilla    coccamii 2 

109  (Ruby  Mountain)    primrose  Primula   capillaris   --' 2 

110  (Nevada)    primrose  Primula   ne-^adensis r — '•• 2 

111  Tahoe  yellow-cress  Rorippa   suiucbellaca 1 

112  (Clokey  mountain  sage)  Salvia  corr-ii   var.    clokeyi —  2 

113  Blaine's    fishhook  cactus  Sclerocaccus  blainei — - — -— -  2 

114  Schlesser's   fishhook  cactus         Sclerocaccus   scblesseri — — 2 

lis  (Clokey  catchfly)                               Silene  cloxeyi   2 

116  Jan's   catchfly  Sileaa  nachlingerae ' — -  -2 

117  Jones'    globe-mallow  Spbaeralcsa   caeapieoaa*  r-- 2 

118  (Charleston)    tansy  5phaaromer-^a   coopacca 1 

119  Ash  Meadows   ladies' -tresses  Spiranr'rej   intemalis 2 

120  I'fasonic  Mountain  jewelflcwer       Strepeaachtis  oliganthus 2 

121  Tiehm's   atroganowia  Sereganowia    eiebmii   2 

122  (Charleston)    kittentails  Synthyris   raniineuJina 1 

123  (Charleston  grounddaisy)  Townsenelia   joaasii  var.    cumUosa 2 

124  (Currant   Summit  clover)  Tritollum  aneUnum  var.   podocephaium  —  2 

12s  (Leiberg" clover)                                 Trifoliwn  l*ib«rgii   2 

12s  (aollins)    clover  -Trifolium  oiacilcncuffl  var.   roliissii  —  2 

127  (Koclc  violet)                                           Viola  llciion    —  2 

*  Taxa  Icnown  to  occur  in  Nevada,    but  oraiccad  in  error  from  the  historical  range 
listed  In  the  1994  Animal  Hotiee  of  Review  or  1993   Plant  Notice  of  Beview. 


Taxa  presumed  extinct  or  extirpated  in  Nevada. 

Taxa  which  are  considered  to  be  accidental   in  Nevada,   but  Nevada  is  included 
in  the  historical'  range  listed  in  the   1994  Animal  Mbtlee  of  Review. 

Taxa   for  %diich  there  are  no  )cnewn  records   of  occurrence  in  Nevada,  but  Wavada 
is  included  is  the  historic  range  listed  in  tha  1994  Aaiaal  Notice  of  Review 
or   1993    Plant  BAtice  of  Review. 
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■  The    rour.dcail    chub  occurrir.g    in   Che   Muddv   River   have    recently  been  synonymiied 

with    the   Virgin  River   ch'^    (Gila    sesninudu)  ,    an   endangered   species.      However, 
the   Muddy   River  popula;iar.   is    currently    considered   a   category  2   candidate. 

►  Rulien's   miloderes   weevil   has   never   beer,    formally  described   in  the  scientific 

literature  and  should  correctly  be   refered    to   as    Miloderes   so. 

o         Sand  Mountain  blue   is  currently  known   as    Euphiloces  pallescess  so. 

Category  PT:      Taxa  proposed  to  be   listed  as    threatened. 

Cacecory  PE:      Taxa  proposed  to  be    listed  as    endangered. 

Category   1:  Taxa   for  which  the   Service   currently  has    on   file   substantial 

infonnation  en  biological    vulnerability  and   threat  (s)    to  support   the 
appropriateness  of  proposing   to    list    them  as    endangered  or  threatened 
species. 

Category   2:  Taxa  for  which  information  now    in  possession  of   the  Ssr-.-ice  indicates 

that  proposing  to   list    Chem  as    endangered   or   threatened  species    is 
possibly  apprppriate,    but    for  which  substantial  data  oc  biological 
vulnerability  and  threat  (s)    are    not    currently  known  or  en  file  to 
support   the   immediate  preparation   of    rules. 

CA.TSGORY   3    SFZCISS 

Category  3    species   identified  in  the   1993    Plan:    or   1994    Animal  Kotices  of  Review  are 
listed   below.      Reclassif icaticns   to   Category   3    made    in  previous  notices  are  not 
listed   here. 

Western   snowy  plover    (intericr)  Ciiaradr-ius   alexandrinus  nivcs-js  3C 

Mour.zain  quail  Oreorzyx  piccus    3C 

Lahcnzon  Creek   tux  chub  Gila   isicolor  ocesa    3C 

Virile    Amargosa   snail  (undescribed)     3B 

San    5icch  Valley  milk-vetch  Astragalus    lenci^inosus  var. 

clisTzaceus 3C 

Small -living,    thick-nerved  sedge  Carex  cicroptera   var.    crassiner-zii  33 

KoffT.ann's    cryptantha  Crypcanciia   hoffmsLoaii    3B 

Mono    buckwheat  Eriogon'-im  acipullaceuci 3C 

(Vivid   green  aster)  Macijaer-a^cJiera    laees'/'irs::s 3B 

(Tciyaje)    bluebells  Wercensia    coyabe:isis 33 

(Utan    spikemOss)  Selaginslla   ucaii&:isis 3C 

Cacagory  3A:       Taxa  for  which  the  Ser'/ice   has    persuasive   evidence  of  e.ttinction.      If 
rediscovered,    however,    such   taxa   might   warrant   high  priority  for 
addition  to   the  List   of   Endangered   and  Threatened  Wildlife. 

Category  3B:   -  Names   that,    on  the  basis   of   current    taxonoraic  understanding    (usually 
as   represented  in  published  revisions   2uid  monographs)  ,    do  cot 
represent  distinct   taxa   meeting    the    Endangered  Species  Act's 
definition  of    "species."      Such   supposed   taxa  could  be  reevaluated  in 
the   future  on  the  basis   of   new    information. 

Category   3C:       Taxa   that   are  no  longer  being   considered   for   listing  as   threatened  or 
endangered  species .       Includes    taxa    that    have  been  proven  to  be  more 
abundant  or  widespread   than  was    previously  believed  and/or  those   that 
are  not  subject  to  any  identifiable   threat  (s)  . 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  CHARLES  H,  TAYLOR 

Question:  If  your  budget  is  reduced  for  refuges,  will  you  reduce  hunting  and 
other  recreational  activities  or  will  you  need  to  be  directed  to  continue  the  current 
levels  of  recreation? 

Answer  The  Service  is  a  strong  supporter  of  compatible,  wildlife-oriented 
recreation  on  refuges.  The  System  attracts  visitors  who  engage  in  more  than  41  million 
wildlife  and  recreation  opportunities  per  year.  Over  270  refuges  are  open  to  hunting 
and  over  250  refuges  are  open  to  fishing.  Reductions  in  the  budget  will  impact  the 
operation  of  refuges  including  staffing  to  conduct  habitat  management  activities, 
population  surveys,  facilities  maintenance,  law  enforcement  activities  and  public  use 
programs  including  recreational  programs.  Additionally,  as  the  Service  is  obligated  by 
law  to  allow  recreation  only  when  there  are  sufficient  funds  to  manage,  administer  and 
operate  recreational  activities.  To  the  degree  possible  within  funding  constraints,  the 
Service  will  continue  to  balance  its  wildlife  resource  mission  with  the  desires  of  the 
public  to  participate  in  compatible,  wildlife-oriented  recreation. 

Question:  Has  the  Service  provided  any  grants  to  environmental  groups  for 
public  education  or  other  purposes?  If  so,  to  what  groups  and  for  what  amounts? 

Answer  The  Service  provides  grants  to  professional  associations,  vmiversities 
and  youth  organizations  for  the  development  and  production  of  education  materials,  to 
support  symposia  that  promote  the  development  of  expertise  and  sharing  of 
information,  and  complete  projects  in  support  of  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  A  list 
of  grants  follows.  Through  its  Challenge  Cost  Share  Program,  authorized  by  Congress 
in  1988,  the  Service  works  with  conservation  groups,  private  individuals,  public 
agencies,  and  other  non-Federal  sources  to  enhance,  and  restore  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  and  to  enhance  wildlife-oriented  educational  opportunities  on  Service  lands. 
The  Service  provides  a  maximum  50%  cost-share,  and  cooperators  provide  funding, 
labor,  equipment,  and/or  materials  to  complete  mutually  beneficial  projects.  In  FY 
1994,  the  following  Challenge  Cost  Share  projects  were  carried  out  with  national 
environmental  organizations: 

•  Interpretation,  Education  and  Recreation  Assistance  at  Erie  NWR,  PA,  in  cooperation 
with  Presque  Isle  Audubon  Society.  Service  Share:  $1,500  Total  Cost:  $3^00 

•  Piping  Plover  and  Least  Tern  Interpretive  Program  at  Rachel  Carson  NWR,  ME,  in 
cooperation  with  Maine  Audubon  Society,  The  Nature  Conservancy  and  others. 
Service  Share:  $2,300   Total  Cost:  $9,650 

•  Anchorage  Coastal  Wildlife  Refuge  Interpretive  Master  Plan,  in  cooperation  with 
Anchorage  Audubon  Society  and  others.  Service  Share:  $30,000  Total  Cost:  $78,941 

The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  established  in  1984,  receives  federal 
appropriations  ($5.0  M  enacted  in  land  acquisition  and  $2.5  M  in  Resource  Management 
in  1994)  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  and  administering  donations  of  real  or  personal 
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property  in  support  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  programs.  The  Foundation  provides 
matching  dollars  to  public-private  projects  for  environmental  education,  research, 
conservation  and  restoration.  The  Foundation  is  prohibited  from  funding  litigation, 
advocacy  or  lobbying  activities. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Question:  As  you  may  know,  yesterday  we  cut  the  National  Biological  Service 
back  to  the  level  of  research  funding  that  existed  before  the  NBS  was  organized.  If 
Congress  eliminates  the  NBS  and  the  research  functions  FWS  had  before  the  NBS 
was  organized  are  restored  back  to  your  agency,  what  would  your  policy  be  regarding 
FOIA,  written  permission  to  survey  lands. 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National  Biological  Service  have 
always  sought  and  received  permission  before  entering  private  property.  The  Service 
and  the  NBS  abide  by  all  State  and  Tribal  trespass  laws.  There  would  be  no  charge  for 
any  data  collected  on  private  property  that  is  provided  to  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or 
other  lawful  occupant  upon  his  or  her  request.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would 
continue  the  current  policy  of  the  Department  which  is  to  provide  irtformation  to 
private  landowners  when  iiiformation  is  collected  on  their  property. 

Question:  To  what  degree  would  you  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  NBS? 

Answer  NBS  is  organized  to  address  land  and  resource  management  issues 
within  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and,  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  the  needs  of  other 
government  agencies  and  some  private  sector  organizations.  If  functions  and  resources, 
including  funding  and  FTE,  were  returned  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  at  the  FY 
1994  level,  the  Service  would  make  every  effort  to  carry  out  research  at  that  level  to 
further  the  mission  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  Service  would  also  continue 
research  for  other  government  agencies  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  as  it  did  prior  to  the 
organization  of  NBS.  However,  other  Department  of  Interior  land  and  resource 
management  research  needs  which  are  either  Departmentwide  or  specific  to  another 
Bureau  would  need  to  be  conducted  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

Question:  Would  you  have  to  be  directed  to  refrain  from  engaging  in  the 
Biological  Survey  activities  that  alarmed  people  from  the  begiiming? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  continue  to  seek  and  receive 
permission  before  entering  private  property  and  abide  by  all  State  and  Tribal  trespass 
laws,  just  as  the  NBS  has  done.  We  believe  the  "alarm"  caused  by  the  NBS  was  based 
more  on  nusunderstandings  than  on  any  activity  carried  out  by  the  NBS. 
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ENDANGERED  SPEQES 

Question:  How  would  budget  cuts  affect  your  ability  to  comply  with  court 
cases  settled  on  the  use  of  refuges  or  listing  and  recovering  of  endangered  species  as 
set  forth  in  rarlinn  v.  Lujan? 

Answer  The  Service  has  complied,  in  large  part,  with  the  recent  out-of-court 
settlement  on  the  compatibility  of  uses  on  national  wildlife  refuges.  There  are  still  uses 
at  30  refuges  which  will  be  reviewed  and  actions  initiated,  as  appropriate,  through  late 
spring  of  this  year.  The  work  has  already  been  delegated  to  the  appropriate  field 
personnel  and  at  the  requested  funding  level,  full  compliance  is  expected.  However, 
budget  cuts  could  delay  the  activities  being  conducted,  including  Comprehensive 
Conservation  Planning;  preparation  of  a  plan,  environmental  assessment  or 
environmental  impact  statement  that  includes  public  involvement;  and  resolution  of 
issues  in  coordination  with  State  officials  and/or  Congress. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  has  set  a  goal  of  171  species  for  listing  in  FY 
1995.  This  would  reduce  the  outstanding  obligation  under  the  Fund  for  Animals  et  al.  v. 
Lujan  et  al.  (FFA)  settlement  to  approximately  75  species  in  need  of  listing  or 
reclassification  as  not-warranted  for  listing  by  September  30,  1996.  Therefore,  the 
Service  is  currently  on  schedule  and  meeting  all  commitments  under  the  settlement 
agreement.  However,  satisfying  the  settlement  schedule  requires  a  consistent  flow  of 
listing  actions  through  FY  1996.  Any  budget  cuts  in  the  listing  program  element  from 
the  FY  1996  request  level  will  decrease  our  ability  to  process  decisions  on  species 
covered  by  the  settlement  and  increase  the  likelihood  of  additional  litigation.  Although 
it  would  appear  that  the  Service  could  sustain  small  budget  cuts  and  still  meet  the  terms 
of  the  FFA  agreement,  this  is  misleading  because  the  FFA  settlement  is  only  one  of 
many  judicial  actions  consuming  listing  resources.  There  are  64  court  ordered  deadlines 
and  Notices  of  Intent  related  to  listing  species  or  designating  critical  habitat. 
Addressing  these  legal  challenges  often  consumes  disproportionate  amovmts  of  time 
and  resources  in  relation  to  other  listing  actions. 

Question:  Does  the  Service  have  a  consistent  policy  on  whether  hybrids  are 
covered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Answer  A  series  of  opinions  from  the  Interior  Solicitor  attempted  to  interpret 
the  Endangered  Species  Act's  application  to  hybrid  offspring,  where  one  parent  was  of  a 
listed  taxa  and  the  other  parent  was  not.  All  of  these  opinions  were  withdrawn  by  the 
Solicitor  in  1990  pending  revisitation  of  the  issue  through  a  policy  statement  based  on 
biological,  as  opposed  to  legal,  review.  Such  a  biological  treatment  is  being  developed. 
On  completion  and  with  Service,  Departmental,  and  OMB  approval,  it  will  be  published 
as  a  draft  proposed  rule  and  public  comment  will  be  solicited. 

The  Service  would  not  seek  to  list  a  population  or  other  grouping  that  was  the 
immediate  product  of  hybridization,  regardless  of  the  legal  status  of  the  parents.  Gene 
flow  among  populations,  subspecies,  and  even  species  is  a  natural  and  healthy 
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phenomena.  Many  species  and  subspecies  are,  naturally,  the  product  of  hybridization 
that  occurred  many  generations  back,  and  have  since  evolved  into  discrete  taxa;  these 
would  be  coiwidered  for  listing  if  otherwise  warranted. 

Question:  Does  the  Department  of  the  Interior  have  a  "war  room"  to  push  for 
the  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  aimed  at  lobbying  and  putting  the 
right  "spin"  on  the  issue? 

Answer  No.  The  Department  does  not  have  a  "war  room"  to  push  for  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  Department  would  like  to  work 
closely  with  the  Congress  to  help  identify  the  most  important  issues  for  reauthorization. 

Question:  Do  you  have  staff  working  with  other  agencies  under  the 
Department  coordinating  activities,  especially  on  controversial  actions  under  the 
ESA7 

Answer  The  Department,  mainly  through  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Service),  coordinates  closely  with  other  Federal  agencies  to  implement  the  Act.  Section 
7(a)(1)  of  the  Act  requires  Federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  any  action  authorized,  funded, 
or  carried  out  by  them  does  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  threatened  or 
endangered  species.  The  Service  assists  by  providing  technical  assistance  or  by 
consulting  on  a  formal  or  informal  basis.  The  goal  is  to  help  other  agencies  proceed 
with  planned  actions  in  a  way  that  does  not  negatively  affect  protected  spedes  to 
prevent  issues  from  becoming  controversial  through  early  planning. 

The  Department's  goal  is  to  make  the  Act  work  as  well  as  possible.  In  some  cases, 
suitable  flexibility  is  available  in  the  law  to  allow  administrative  changes  that  protect 
threatened  and  endangered  species  while  minimizing  social  and  economic  impacts, 
particularly  for  small  landowners.  The  Department  has  worked  closely  with  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  to  identify  and  coordinate  these  types  of  actions. 

The  goals  of  the  Department  is  to  administer  the  Act  in  a  way  that  avoids  controversy. 
"Controversy"  with  regard  to  endangered  species  usually  means  that  private 
landowners  and  other  economic  interests  are  feeling  the  effects  of  regulation.  That 
cannot  be  avoided  entirely  but  it  is  our  goal  and  responsibility  to  minimize  the  effects  of 
regulations  while  protecting  species. 

Question:  Let  me  turn  now  to  the  proposed  4(d)  Rule  that  you  published  on 
February  17.  Do  you  believe  that  this  has  been  generally  well  received  by 
landowners  with  small-  and  medium-sized  properties? 

Answen  It  has  only  been  a  few  weeks  since  the  proposed  4(d)  rule  was  published 
and  there  has  not  yet  been  much  time  for  landowners  to  respond.  Initial  indications  are 
that  landowners  of  small  and  medium-sized  parcels  are  reacting  favorably  to  the 
proposed  4  (d)  rule. 
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Question:  In  Washington,'  you  will  be  establishing  six  special  emphasis  area 
(SEAs).  Outside  of  these  SEAs,  you  will  establish  70-acre  cores  around  each  known 
owl  site.  First,  how  did  you  determine  the  70  acre  figure? 

Answer  The  proposed  4(d)  rule  does  not  establish  70  acre  core  areas  around  owl 
sites.  While  the  proposed  4(d)  rule  removes  existing  prohibitions  in  most  areas  outside 
the  SEAs,  it  does  not  remove  already  existing  Section  9  prohibitions  within  the  70  acre 
core  area. 

The  core  size  is  based  on  the  results  of  numerous  radio  telemetry  studies  conducted 
over  the  past  decade  throughout  the  range  of  the  species,  on  a  wide  variety  of  landscape 
conditions  and  ownerships.  These  studies  have  indicated  that  owls  tend  to  spend 
disproportionately  high  amounts  of  time  within  a  very  concentrated  area,  typically  70 
acres  or  so,  in  the  home  range.  Presumably  these  areas  contain  some  of  the  highest 
quality  habitat  within  the  home  range  in  terms  of  nesting  opportunities,  prey 
availability  and  shelter,  and  therefore  are  of  critical  importance.  These  areas  usually 
correspond  to  current  nest  sites  and  have  high  probabilities  of  providing  future  nest 
sites.  Degradation  of  these  core  areas  very  often  results  in  reduced  reproductive  output 
and  survival  of  resident  owls  and  in  some  cases,  even  abandonment  of  the  territory. 

Question:  Also,  why  a  sphere  around  each  site:  do  owls  fly  in  circles  around 
their  nesting  sites? 

Answer  Owls  do  not  fly  in  circles  around  nest  sites,  nor  are  nest  sites  or  core 
areas  necessarily  circular  in  shape.  A  wide  range  of  landscape  and  flight  patterns  have 
been  observed.  Unfortunately,  to  account  for  or  predict  these  patterns  on  a  site  by  site 
basis  would  be  a  massive  burden  to  landowners  or  the  agencies.  For  management  and 
regulatory  purposes,  some  standard  needed  to  be  adopted.  The  circle  was  the  easiest  to 
deal  v^th  and  not  at  all  unreasonable  based  on  the  biology  of  the  species.  We  in  no  way 
consider  this  to  be  ideal  and  we  understand  the  concerns  that  many  have  expressed 
regarding  the  maintenance  of  circles.  It  should  be  noted  that  in  situations  where 
evaluation  of  individual  sites  does  occur,  landowners  and  service  biologists  are  not 
strictly  tied  to  the  circle  approach.  Knowledge  of  local  habitat  conditions  and  owl 
behavior  patterns  are  given  critical  consideration.  Unfortunately,  in  the  absence  of  such 
information,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative  to  the  circles. 

Question:  Have  any  studies  been  done  to  show  the  appropriateness  of  these 
dides? 

Answer  Various  studies  have  indicated  that  owls  tend  to  spend 
disproportionately  high  amounts  of  time  within  a  very  concentrated  area  in  the  home 
range  that  presumably  contains  the  highest  quality  habitat  and  is  usually  associated 
with  nest  sites. 

Question:  If  a  landowner  owns  90  acres  outside  an  SEA,  but  has  a  nesting  site 
on  his  land,  which  I  understand  requires  a  70  acre  core,  then  does  that  mean  he  can 
only  use  20  acres  of  his  property? 
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Answer  No.  The  70  acre  core  is  always  defined  as  the  70  acres  of  suitable  habitat 
closest  to  the  nest  site.  It  is  very  unlikely  that  the  entire  70  acre  core,  or  even  most  of  the 
70  acres  would  fall  on  this  landov^rner's  90  acre  plot.  Further,  section  9  prohibitions 
regarding  listed  spedes  do  not  prevent  land  use.  The  prohibitions  only  require  that  in 
conducting  various  activities,  landowners  do  not  "take"  listed  spedes.  In  the  situation 
described,  most  of  the  land  may  be  used  in  any  way  the  land  owner  sees  fit.  Only  the 
land  which  overlaps  the  70  acre  core  would  be  subject  to  incidental  take  guidelines. 
Even  then  there  are  a  myriad  of  uses  which  can  be  conducted  within  the  70  acre  core 
without  causing  inddental  take  of  an  owl. 

Question:  Is  a  land  owner  with  80  acres  outside  an  SEA  exempt  from  the  70 
acre  core  requirement? 

Answer  No,  the  protection  of  the  70  acre  core  applies  to  all  owl  site  centers,  until 
that  owl  leaves.  It  is  an  interim  measure  designed  to  assure  that  an  owl  would  have  a 
chance  to  relocate  once  it  has  lost  significant  portions  of  suitable  nesting,  roosting,  and 
foraging  habitat  in  its  home  range.  Ultimately,  an  owl  with  just  70  acres  of  suitable 
habitat  is  going  to  have  to  leave  if  it  wants  to  have  a  reasonable  chance  of  surviving. 
When  a  previously  occupied  70  acre  core  area  has  been  vacant  for  three  years,  the  nest 
site  is  no  longer  considered  occupied  and  the  Section  9  prohibitions  on  take  of  this  owl 
within  the  70  acre  core  area  v^rill  no  longer  be  applied  to  that  site.  If,  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  changes  in  Section  9  prohibitions,  most  of  the  suitable  habitat  remaining 
around  70  acre  core  areas  outside  SEAs  are  cut,  then  it  is  likely  many  of  the  70-core 
designations  will  not  remain  for  very  long  on  many  lands  outside  SEAs. 

Question:  There  must  be  many  landowners  whose  entire  property  falls  within 
an  SEA.  What  are  the  various  options  available  to  them? 

Answer  First  of  all,  under  the  proposed  4(d)  rule,  all  small  landowners  (those 
with  less  than  80  acres  within  a  given  SEA)  are  exempt  from  incidental  take 
prohibitions.  Landowners  with  timber  holdings  within  a  given  SEA  exceeding  80  acres 
but  less  than  50(X)  acres,  have  the  option  of  entering  into  a  Local  Option  Conservation 
Agreement.  For  these  landowners,  the  first  question  they  should  ask  is:  "will  their 
planned  harvest  bring  the  amount  of  suitable  habitat,  defined  as  nesting,  roosting  and 
foraging  habitat  in  the  owl's  home  range  below  40%?"  If  the  answer  is  no,  then 
inddental  take  is  not  an  issue  they  have  to  worry  about  due  to  the  "Safeharbor 
Provision"  in  the  proposed  rule. 

Further,  if  there  are  also  Federal  lands  designated  as  Matrix  or  Adaptive  Management 
Areas  (AMA)  (under  the  Forest  Plan)  that  occur  within  the  same  owl  use  area  (median 
aimual  home  range)  as  the  landowner's  property,  then  this  landovraer  has  an  additional 
option  of  managing  his  land  consistent  with  the  prescription  for  the  Federal  Matrix  or 
AMA  lands.  The  only  exception  would  be  if  the  actual  owl  site  center  is  located  on 
lands  protected  under  the  Forest  Plan,  e.g.  Late  Successional  Reserves,  Congressionally 
Withdirawn  Areas  and  Administratively  Withdrawn  Areas. 
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Also,  even  without  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  4(d)  rule,  the  landowner  under 
current  Section  9  prohibitions,  has  the  option  of  developing  a  Habitat  Conservation  Plan 
with  the  Service.  These  additional  options  will  provide  tailor  n\ade  solutions  for 
individual  land  owners  in  an  SEA. 

Question:  How  many  cases  have  you  pursued  in  court  against  a  landowner  for 
a  "take"  under  ESA  in  either  California,  Oregon,  or  Washington? 

Answen  There  has  been  one  case  involving  the  take  of  a  northern  spotted  owl. 

Question:  Will  this  new  rule  increase  the  number  of  cases  against  individuals 
or  businesses  for  violating  "take"  provisions  of  ESA? 

Answer  The  proposed  4(d)  rule  greatly  reduces  the  area  of  land  where 
incidental  take  prohibitions  would  apply.  As  a  result,  the  number  of  landowners  that 
could  be  liable  for  any  incidental  take  violations  would  also  be  reduced.  The  Service 
will  continue  to  investigate  potential  cases  of  incidental  take  in  those  areas  where 
incidental  take  requirements  still  apply,  but  does  not  intend  to  increase  or  decrease 
investigative  efforts  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  4(d)  rule. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  GEORGE  R.  NETHERCUTT,  JR. 

Question:  Did  the  newspaper  article  from  the  February  17, 1995  issue  of  the 
Washington  Post  on  H.R.  450's  effect  on  duck  hunting  season  misstate  in  any  way 
the  position  at  that  time  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  ("DOI")  on  the  effect  of 
H.R.  450  (as  then  written)  on  duck  hunting  season  ("DOI's  position")? 

Answer:  The  February  17,  1995,  Washington  Post  article  on  the  effect  of  H.R. 
450  did  not  misstate  in  any  way  DOI's  position. 

Questioiu  If  so,  please  identify  all  such  misstatements,  and  the  corrections 
necessary  to  eliminate  those  misstatements. 

Answen  The  Washington  Post  article  on  the  issue  did  not  misstate  DOI's 
position. 

Questioiu  Please  identify  (by  stating  the  person's  name  and  position  of  the 
person,  their  role  in  the  process,  and  the  input  they  provided)  all  political 
appointees  and  other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  participated  in  the 
formulation  of  DOI's  position. 

Answer.:  It  is  standard  procedure  for  the  various  bureaus  within  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  including  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to  prepare 
comments  or  reports  on  pending  legislation  that  might  impact  the  agency  and  the 
Department.  These  are  normally  developed  in  the  bureaus'  legislative  offices,  in 
consultation  with  their  program  offices,  and  forwarded  to  the  Department's  Office  of 
Legislative  Counsel  for  consideration  in  the  development  of  a  Departmental  policy 
on  the  bill  or  issue  in  question. 

When  time  permits,  the  bureau  comments  are  formally  transmitted  to  the 
Department  by  memorandum  approved  by  the  bureau  director's  office  and  the  office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  responsible  for  that  bureau.  Where  severe  time 
coi\straints  exist,  or  the  concerns  are  minor,  this  may  be  accomplished  by  provision 
of  a  draft  report  or  oral  comments  directly  from  the  bureau  or  the  Assistant 
Secretary's  office  to  the  Legislative  Counsel's  office.  Legislative  Counsel  then 
erwures  that  comments  are  reviewed  by  other  bureaus  which  might  be  involved  in 
the  issue,  and  by  those  Departmental  offices  whose  involvement  in  that  issue  is 
appropriate,  while  the  bureau  is  responsible  for  obtaining  the  concurrence  of  their 
Assistant  Secretary's  office. 

The  Office  of  the  Solicitor  participates  in  this  review  process  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  Departmental  entities;  they  may  review  legislation  and  submit  comments  on 
their  own,  comment  on  the  reports  submitted  by  others,  or  both.    A  "Solicitor's 
Opiruon"  is  a  formal  interpretation  of  law  that  is  binding  on  the  Department.   As 
such,  it  is  generally  reserved  for  major  legal  issues  arising  from  enacted  laws. 
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Solicitor's  Opinion's  are  very  rarely  issued  in  connection  with  pending  legislation. 

Once  a  proposed  Departmental  position  is  reached,  the  proposed  position  is 
transmitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for  review  and  determination 
of  consistency  with  the  Administration's  policy  on  the  issue.  OMB  customarily 
circulates  the  proposed  position  to  other  affected  agencies,  if  any,  and  provides 
clearance  as  to  Administration  policy.  In  many  cases,  there  is  no  predetermined 
Administration  policy  on  the  issue,  and  the  agency  proposed  position  serves  as  the 
vehicle  for  development  of  that  policy.  This  is  generally  done  through  a 
Departmental  Legislative  Report,  or  testimony,  after  clearance  by  OMB. 

Whenever  the  Congressional  timetable  permits,  such  reports  are  transmitted  in 
advance  of  Committee  markup,  so  that  the  Department's  concerns  may  be 
considered  by  the  Committee  and,  wherever  possible,  addressed  prior  to  the  bill 
being  reported. 

It  is  extremely  connmon  for  the  bureaus  and  Departments  to  interpret  provisions  of 
pending  legislation  differently  than  the  sponsors,  regardless  of  whom  the  sponsor 
may  be.  This  is  particularly  true  when  addressing  questions  of  scope  of  authorities, 
adequacy  of  bill  language  to  accomplish  its  stated  objective,  and  similar  technical 
matters.  The  entire  purpose  of  the  legislative  report  and  hearing  process  is  to 
provide  a  framework  for  bringing  these  agency  concerns  to  the  attention  of  the 
Congress. 

Until  OMB  clearance  is  received,  there  is  no  official  position  on  the  bill  or  issue. 

In  the  development  of  the  Department's  position  on  the  applicability  of  H.R.  450,  as 
reported,  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Regulations,  the  above  process  was 
followed. 

H.R.  450,  as  reported,  was  circulated  by  the  Office  of  Legislative  Counsel  to  all 
departmental  bureaus  and  offices  for  comment.  At  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
the  bill  was  reviewed  by  a  senior  career  employee  in  the  Office  of  Legislative 
Services,  whose  conclusion  was  that  the  various  exemptions  contained  in  the  bill 
were  not  applicable  to  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  This  was  based  upon 
their  being  either  too  narrowly  drawn  or,  by  their  specific  wording,  not  applicable. 
Under  standard  statutory  construction,  these  types  of  problems  are  correctable  only 
by  amendment,  not  by  either  legislative  history  or  statements  of  intent  by  the 
sponsor.  This  analysis  was  informally  reviewed  with  and  concurred  in  by  career 
staff  in  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor. 
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Similar  analyses  on  other  aspects  of  H.R.  450  had  been  submitted  by  other  bureaus. 
Since  the  bill  was  before  the  full  House  rather  than  a  committee,  the  Secretary's 
office  made  a  decision  to  submit  a  single,  short  letter  to  Congress  stating  (he 
Department's  position  on  these  issues,  rather  than  a  number  of  individual  letters  or 
a  complex  analysis  of  many  issues. 

This  analysis  was  reviewed  and  approved,  without  change,  within  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  and  within  the  Department,  by  both  career  employees  and  political 
appointees. 

That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance  as  a  statement  of 
Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Secretary's 
February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  dinger.  This  paragraph  is  the  standard 
statement  that  the  views  set  forth  in  that  particular  letter  do  represent 
Administration  policy,  and  has  been  so  for  many  years. 

Question:  Has  DOI's  position  changed  in  any  way  since  February  17, 1995? 

Answer  The  Department's  position  re.  H.R.  450,  as  reported,  and  its  potential 
impact  has  not  changed. 

Question:  If  so,  please  state  DOI's  cxirrent  position,  and  all  bases  for  each  and 
every  change  in  DOI's  position. 

Answen  There  has  been  no  change  to  the  Department's  position. 

Question:  Please  identify  (by  stating  the  name  and  position  of  the  person 
within  the  Administration,  the  date  and  time  of  the  communication,  the  form  of 
the  communication,  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  outside  the 
Administration  to  whom  the  communication  was  made,  and  which  person 
initiated  the  commimication)  each  and  every  commimication  of  DOI's  position  by  a 
person  within  the  Administration  to  any  person  outside  the  Administration. 

Answer:  The  offices  responsible  for  communication  on  this  issue  are 
indicated  in  the  description  of  the  process  provided  in  the  previous  answers. 

Question:  Please  identify  (by  stating  the  name  and  position  of  the  person 
inside  the  Administration,  the  date  and  time  of  the  commimication,  the  form  of  the 
communication,  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  inside  of  DOI,  and  which 
person  initiated  the  communication)  each  and  every  communication  between  DOI 
and  the  Administration  relating  to  DOI's  position. 

Answer:  The  process  for  developing  a  policy  position  within  the  Department 
was  described  above. 
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Question:    Please  identify  (by  stating  the  name  and  position  of  the  person 
inside   OMB,  the   date   and   time   of  the  communication,   the   form   of  the 
communication,  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  inside  of  DOI,  and  which 
person  initiated  the  communication)  each  and  every  communication  between  OMB 
and  DOI  relating  to  DOl's  position. 

Answer  The  process  for  developing  a  policy  position  within  the  Department 
was  described  above. 

Question:  Please  identify  (by  stating  the  name  and  position  of  the  person 
inside  the  Vice  President's  Office,  the  date  and  time  of  the  commimication,  the  form 
of  the  communication,  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  inside  of  DOI,  and 
which  person  initiated  the  communication)  each  and  every  communication 
between  the  Vice  President's  Office  and  DOI  relating  to  DOl's  position. 

Answer  The  process  for  developing  a  policy  position  within  the  Department 
was  described  above. 

Question:  Please  identify  (by  stating  the  name  and  position  of  the  person 
inside  the  Office  of  the  President,  the  date  and  time  of  the  commxinication,  the  form 
of  the  commimication,  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  inside  DOI,  and  which 
person  initiated  the  communication)  each  and  every  communication  between  the 
Office  of  the  President  and  DOI  relating  to  DOl's  position. 

Answer  The  process  for  developing  a  policy  position  within  the  Department 
was  described  above. 

Question:  Was  DOl's  position  on  February  17, 1995,  based  on  a  written  legal 
opinion  of  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI? 

Answer  No  written  opinion  was  prepared  by  the  Solicitor's  Office. 

Question:  If  so,  produce  the  written  opinion. 

Answer:  No  written  opinion  was  prepared  by  the  Solicitor's  Office. 

Question:  Was  DOl's  position  on  February  17,  1995,  based  on  an  unwritten 
legal  opinion  of  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI? 

Answer:  No.  As  noted  above,  it  was  based  upon  an  analysis  by  the  Service  in 
which  the  Solicitor's  office  and  other  Departmental  offices  concurred. 

Question:  If  so,  commit  that  opinion  to  writing  and  produce  a  copy  of  that 
writing. 
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Answen  There  was  no  written  opinion  from  the  Solicitor's  office.  The 
analysis  that  was  connpleted  by  the  Service  and  concurred  in  by  the  Solicitor's  office 
and  other  Departmental  offices  is  provided  as  follows. 

H.R.  450  defines  "regulatory  rulemaking  action"  as  "any  rulemaking  on  any  rule 
normally  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  including  the  issuance  of  any 
substantive  rule,  ...  ."  It  defines  "rule"  as  "the  whole  or  part  of  any  agency  statement 
of  general  or  particular  applicability  and  future  effect  designed  to  implement, 
interpret  or  prescribe  law  or  policy." 

These  two  definitions  exactly  describe  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations  ~  they 
are  a  rulemaking  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  an  agency  statement  of 
general  applicability  and  future  effect  designed  to  implement  law  and  policy. 

It  was  our  determination  that  the  exclusion  from  the  definition  of  "rule"  in  section 
6(4)  for  the  granting  of  a  license  would  not  provide  an  exemption  for  the  migratory 
bird  hunting  regulations. 

The  statute  governing  migratory  bird  hunting,  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act, 
specifies  that  the  hunting  of  migratory  birds  must  be  authorized  by  regulation. 

16  U.S.C.  703  provides: 

"Unless  and  except  as  permitted  by  regulations  made  as  hereinafter  provided 
...  it  shall  be  unlawful  at  any  time  to  ...  to  pursue,  hunt,  take,  possess  ...  any 
migratory  bird  ...  ." 

16  U.S.C.  704  states: 

"Subject  to  the  provisions  ...,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  ...  to 
adopt  suitable  regulations  governing  the  same  ...   ." 

Even  if  this  were  not  the  case,  the  specific  wording  of  the  exclusion  for  a  license 
found  in  section  6(4)  of  H.R.  450  would  not  be  applicable  here.  The  sentence  in 
question  reads  "Such  term  also  does  not  include  the  granting  of  an  application  for  a 
license,  registration  or  similar  authority,  ...    ." 

However,  in  the  case  of  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations,  no  application  is  made 
to  the  Secretary,  nor  is  any  license,  registration,  or  similar  authority  subsequently 
issued. 

It  was  also  our  determination  that  the  exclusion  from  the  definition  of  "rule"  in 
section  6(4)  for  "other  action  relieving  a  restriction"  would  not  provide  an 
exemption  for  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  We  believe  this  exception, 
both  on  its  face  and  in  the  context  in  which  it  is  found  within  H.R.  450,  is  far  too 
narrow  to  encompass  a  regulatory  program  of  the  scope  and  impact  of  the  migratory 
bird  hunting  regulations. 
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This  exemption  is  associated,  in  addition  to  the  aforementioned  "granting  an 
application  for  a  license  ...,"  with  the  "...  granting  or  recognizing  an  exception, 
granting  a  variance  or  petition  for  relief  from  a  regulatory  requirement,  or  other 
action  relieving  a  restriction  ...  ."  All  of  these  imply  narrow  actions  aimed  at 
specific  individuals  or  circumstances. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  does  from  time  to  time  "relieve  a 
restriction"  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Some  specific  inholdings  within 
wildlife  refuges  and  adjoining  tracts  of  land  have  been  permanently  closed  to 
hunting  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  for  many  years.  The  landowners  may 
petition  to  have  this  restriction  removed,  and  the  Department  may  do  so,  by 
regulation,  allowing  the  owner  to  permit  hunting  on  those  lands  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  unencumbered  property.  The  Department  would  clearly  be 
able  to  provide  this  sort  of  relief  under  H.R.  450  as  reported. 

However,  neither  this,  nor  the  partial  definition  of  the  term  "license"  as  a 
"statutory  exemption,"  can  be  equated  with  the  issuing  of  the  migratory  bird 
hunting  regulations.  While  these  regulations  do  relieve  the  absolute  restriction  on 
migratory  bird  hunting  that  would  otherwise  exist,  they  replace  it  with  a  complex 
and  often-controversial  nationwide  regulatory  program  impacting  several  million 
people,  and  with  direct  economic  impacts  in  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

This  goes  far  beyond  the  "relieving  of  a  restriction"  or  "granting  an  exemption." 

We  accordingly  believe  that  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations  specifically 
conform  to  the  definition  of  "regulatory  rulemaking  action"  found  in  H.R.  450  as 
reported,  and  that  none  of  the  then-existent  exemptions  were  applicable. 

Coverage  of  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations  by  H.R.  450  was  found  during 
the  standard  review  of  the  House  bill  for  preparation  of  a  legislative  report.  The 
analysis  was  done  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  reviewed  in  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  by  career  employees.  It  was  neither  initiated  nor  revised  by  any  political 
appointee,  and  was  done  according  to  standard  procedure. 

Question:  Please  identify  the  person  within  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI  who 
provided  the  legal  opinion  that  served  as  the  basis  for  DOI's  position. 

Answen     As  noted  above,  the  Solicitor's  Office  in  the  Department  did  not 
provide  such  an  opinion. 

Question:    Please  state  the  policy  of  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI  on  the 
issuance  of  legal  opinions. 


Answer:    As  noted  above,  a  formal  Solicitor's  opinion  is  rarely  issued  on 
pending  legislation. 
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Question:  Was  that  policy  followed  in  the  case  of  the  opinion  supporting 
DOI's  position? 

Answer  That  policy  was  followed  in  this  case. 

Question:  If  not,  identify  how  the  policy  was  violated,  identify  all  political 
appointees  and  other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  were  responsible  for 
such  violations  of  policy,  and  state  all  corrective  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  ensure 
that  such  violations  do  not  occur  in  the  future. 

Answer:  Departmental  policies  were  not  violated. 

Question:  If  the  Solicitor  did  not  author  the  legal  opinion  that  served  as  the 
basis  for  DOI's  position,  was  the  Solicitor  informed  of  the  legal  opinion  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  the  public  disclosure  of  DOI's  position? 

Answer:  The  Solicitor's  Office  was  provided  a  copy  of  the  analysis  and 
concurred  in  it. 

Question:  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer  The  Solicitor's  Office  was  informed. 

Question:  Did  DOI  commxmicate  DOI's  position  to  any  person  outside  of  DOI 
prior  to  communicating  its  position  to  Congress? 

Answer:  As  explained  in  a  previous  answer,  once  a  Departmental  position  is 
reached,  the  proposed  position  is  transmitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget. 

Question:  If  so,  please  explain  for  each  such  communication  why  DOI 
decided  to  withhold  such  information  from  Congress. 

Answer:  Information  on  this  issue  was  communicated  to  Congress  in  a 
February  22, 1995  letter  from  the  Secretary  to  Chairman  Clinger. 

Question:  Please  state  DOI's  policy  on  the  process  for  responding  to  inquiries 
from  the  press  on  congressional  bills. 


90-565  0-95-15 
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Answer:  We  expect  our  public  affairs  staff  to  use  their  best  professional 
judgement  insofar  as  releasing  information  in  response  to  media  inquiries.  In  this 
case,  the  spokesman  provided  a  correct  statement  of  our  view  of  the  legislation. 
After  the  Post  article,  the  Service  received  numerous  additional  media  inquiries;  the 
same  information  was  provided  in  each  case. 

Question:  Was  that  policy  followed  in  the  case  of  all  press  inquiries  on  H.R. 
450? 

Answer  The  policy  was  followed  in  this  case. 

Question:  If  not,  identify  all  press  inquiries  for  which  the  policy  was  not 
followed,  identify  how  the  policy  was  violated,  identify  all  political  appointees  and 
other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  were  responsible  for  such  violations  of 
policy,  and  state  all  corrective  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that  such 
violations  do  not  occur  in  the  futiu'e. 

Answer  The  policy  was  followed  in  this  case. 

Question:  Please  state  DOI's  policy  on  the  process  for  determining  the  effect 
of  congressional  bills  on  DOI. 

Answer  The  process  for  developing  a  policy  position  within  the  Department 
was  described  above. 

Question:  Was  that  policy  followed  in  the  case  of  H.R.  450? 

Answen  Departmental  policies  and  procedures  were  followed  regarding  this 


Question:  If  not,  identify  how  the  policy  was  violated,  identify  all  political 
appointees  and  other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  were  responsible  for 
such  violations  of  policy,  and  state  all  corrective  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  ensure 
that  such  violations  do  not  occur  in  the  future. 

Answen  Departmental  policies  and  procedures  were  not  violated  regarding 
this  case. 

Question:  Was  the  letter  from  Bruce  Babbitt  to  William  dinger  dated 
February  22, 1995  ("Babbitt  Letter")  based  on  a  written  legal  opinion  of  the  Solicitor's 
Office  of  DOI? 

Answer:  No,  it  was  not  based  on  a  written  legal  opinion  of  the  Solicitor's 
Office  of  DOI.  It  was  based  on  the  process  previously  described. 
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Question:  If  so,  produce  the  written  opinion. 

Answer  The  letter  was  not  based  on  a  written  legal  opinion. 

Question:  Was  the  Babbitt  Letter  based  on  an  unwritten  legal  opinion  of  the 
Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI? 

Answer  It  was  based  on  the  process  previously  described. 

Question:  If  so,  commit  that  opinion  to  writing  and  produce  a  copy  of  that 
writing. 

Answer  As  noted  above,  the  position  was  not  based  on  an  opinion  from  the 
Solicitor's  office. 

Question:  Please  identify  the  person  within  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI  who 
provided  the  legal  opinion  that  served  as  the  basis  for  the  Babbitt  Letter. 

Answer  As  noted  above,  the  Solicitor's  office  concurred  in  an  analysis  from 
the  Secretary  along  with  other  Departmental  offices. 

Question:  If  the  Solicitor  did  not  author  the  legal  opinion  that  served  as  the 
basis  for  the  Babbitt  Letter,  was  the  Solicitor  informed  of  the  legal  opinion  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  the  Babbitt  Letter? 

Answer  The  Solicitor's  Office  was  informed  on  this  issue. 

Question:  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer  The  Solicitor's  Office  was  informed  on  this  issue. 

Question:  Please  state  the  DOI's  policy  on  the  process  for  reviewing  and 
clearing  bill  comments  from  the  DOI  that  are  sent  to  Congress. 

Answer  Once  a  proposed  Departmental  position  is  reached,  the  proposed 
position  is  transmitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for  review  and 
determination  of  consistency  with  the  Administration's  policy  on  the  issue.  OMB 
customarily  circulates  the  proposed  position  to  other  affected  agencies,  if  any,  and 
provides  clearance  as  to  Administration  policy.  In  many  cases,  there  is  no 
predetermined  Administration  policy  on  the  issue,  and  the  agency  proposed 
position  serves  as  the  vehicle  for  development  of  that  policy.  This  is  generally  done 
through  a  Departmental  Legislative  Report,  or  testimony,  after  clearance  by  OMB. 

Question:  Was  that  policy  followed  in  the  case  of  the  Babbitt  Letter? 

Answer  Departmental  policies  and  procedures  were  followed  in  this  case. 
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Question:  If  not,  identify  how  the  policy  was  violated,  identify  all  political 
appointees  and  other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  were  responsible  for 
such  violations  of  policy,  and  state  all  corrective  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  ensure 
that  such  violations  do  not  occur  in  the  future. 

Answer  Departmental  policies  and  procedures  were  not  violated  regarding 
this  case. 

Question:  Please  state  the  Administration's  policy  on  the  process  for 
reviewing  and  clearing  bill  comments  from  DOI  that  are  sent  to  Congress. 

Answer:  Once  a  proposed  Departmental  position  is  reached,  the  proposed 
position  is  transmitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for  review  and 
determination  of  consistency  with  the  Administration's  policy  on  the  issue.  OMB 
customarily  circulates  the  proposed  position  to  other  affected  agencies,  if  any,  and 
provides  clearance  as  to  Administration  policy.  In  many  cases,  there  is  no 
predetermined  Administration  policy  on  the  issue,  and  the  agency  proposed 
position  serves  as  the  vehicle  for  development  of  that  policy.  This  is  generally  done 
through  a  Departmental  Legislative  Report,  or  testimony,  after  clearance  by  OMB. 

Questioiu  Was  that  policy  followed  in  the  case  of  the  Babbitt  Letter? 

Answer  Administration  policies  and  procedures  were  followed  in  this  case. 

Question:  If  not,  identify  how  the  policy  was  violated,  identify  all  political 
appointees  and  other  persons  above  the  GS-15  pay  scale  who  were  responsible  for 
such  violations  of  policy,  and  state  all  corrective  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  ensure 
that  such  violations  do  not  occur  in  the  future. 

Answer  Administration  policies  and  procedures  were  not  violated  regarding 
this  case. 

Question:  Is  it  DOI  policy  to  permit  political  appointees  in  the 
Administration  to  communicate  opinions  or  views  to  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  DOI 
regarding  the  content  of  legal  opinions  authored  by  the  Solicitor's  Office? 

Answer  The  Office  of  the  Solicitor  participates  in  reviews  of  proposed 
legislation  by  reviewing  the  legislation  or  commenting  on  reports/analyses 
submitted  to  them. 

Question:  If  so,  state  the  policy  in  detail. 

Answer  Departmental  policy  is  stated  above. 
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Question:  Please  identify  all  political  appointees  in  DOI  and  elsewhere  in  the 
Administration  who  communicated  to  the  Solicitor's  Office  opinions  or  views 
regarding  the  content  of  the  legal  opinion  that  served  as  the  basis  for  DOI's  position 
or  for  the  Babbitt  Letter. 

Answer  H.R.  450,  as  reported,  was  circulated  by  the  Office  of  Legislative 
Counsel  to  all  departmental  bureaus  and  offices  for  comment.  At  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  bill  was  reviewed  by  a  senior  career  employee  in  the  Office  of 
Legislative  Services,  whose  conclusion  was  that  the  various  exemptions  contained 
in  the  bill  were  not  applicable  to  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  This  was 
based  upon  their  being  either  too  narrowly  drawn  or,  by  their  specific  wording,  not 
applicable.  Under  standard  statutory  construction,  these  types  of  problems  are 
correctable  only  by  amendment,  not  by  either  legislative  history  or  statements  of 
intent  by  the  sponsor. 

Similar  analyses  on  other  aspects  of  H.R.  450  had  been  submitted  by  other  bureaus. 
Since  the  bill  was  before  the  full  House  rather  than  a  committee,  the  Secretary's 
office  made  a  decision  to  submit  a  single,  short  letter  to  Congress  stating  the 
Department's  position  on  these  issues,  rather  than  a  number  of  individual  letters  or 
a  complex  analysis  of  many  issues. 

This  analysis  was  reviewed  and  approved,  without  change,  within  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  and  within  the  Department,  by  both  career  employees  and  political 
appointees. 

That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance  as  a  statement  of 
Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Secretary's 
February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  dinger.  This  paragraph  is  the  standard 
statement  that  the  views  set  forth  in  that  particular  letter  do  represent 
Administration  policy,  and  has  been  so  for  many  years. 

Question:  Please  identify  all  political  appointees  in  DOI  and  elsewhere  in  the 
Administration  who  had  any  contact  with  the  Solicitor's  Office  regarding  any  matter 
relating  to  H.R.  450. 

Answer  None.  A  letter  produced  by  the  Service  was  surnamed  by  the 
Solicitor's  Office. 

Question:  Please  identify  all  political  appointees  and  other  persons  above  the 
GS-15  pay  scale  inside  DOI  who  reviewed  the  Babbitt  Letter  or  any  version  of  it 

Answer  H.R.  450,  as  reported,  was  circulated  by  the  Office  of  Legislative 
Counsel  to  all  departmental  bureaus  and  offices  for  comment.  At  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  bill  was  reviewed  by  a  senior  career  employee  in  the  Office  of 
Legislative  Services,  whose  conclusion  was  that  the  various  exemptions  contained 
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in  the  bill  were  not  applicable  to  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  This  was 
based  upon  their  being  either  too  narrowly  drawn  or,  by  their  specific  wording,  not 
applicable.  Under  standard  statutory  construction,  these  types  of  problems  are 
correctable  only  by  amendment,  not  by  either  legislative  history  or  statements  of 
intent  by  the  sponsor. 

Similar  analyses  on  other  aspects  of  H.R.  450  had  been  submitted  by  other  bureaus. 
Since  the  bill  was  before  the  full  House  rather  than  a  committee,  the  Secretary's 
office  made  a  decision  to  submit  a  single,  short  letter  to  Congress  stating  li\e 
Department's  position  on  these  issues,  rather  than  a  number  of  individual  letters  or 
a  complex  analysis  of  many  issues. 

This  analysis  was  reviewed  and  approved,  without  change,  within  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  and  within  the  Department,  by  both  career  employees  and  political 
appointees. 

Question:  Please  specify  those  persons  who  reviewed  it  before  it  was  sent  and 
those  who  reviewed  it  after  it  was  sent. 

Answer  That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance 
as  a  statement  of  Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph 
of  the  Secretary's  February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  dinger. 

Question:  Identify  the  date  and  time  that  Mr.  Frampton  first  received  a  copy 
of  the  letter  from  Congressman  David  Mcintosh  to  Secretary  Babbitt  dated  February 
21, 1995. 

Answen  Congressman  Mcintosh's  February  21  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt  was 
received  in  the  Secretary's  Correspondence  Control  office  February  22,  where 
unfortunately  the  career  employee  processing  it  did  not  recognize  the  urgency  of  the 
matter.  Due  to  a  backlog  of  incoming  mail,  it  remained  there  until  February  27,  at 
which  time  it  was  routinely  sent  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  response.  No 
political  appointee  or  career  employee  with  legislative  or  public  affairs 
responsibilities  saw  the  letter  until  after  it  was  received  by  the  Service  February  28. 

Question:  Was  Mr.  Frampton  briefed  on  the  contents  of  the  letter  prior  to 
testify  on  Thursday,  February  23, 1995? 

Answer:  No,  Mr.  Frampton  was  not  aware  of  the  letter. 

Question:  If  not,  why  not? 

Answen  The  delay  in  processing  the  letter  as  explained  above. 
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Question:  Identify  the  date  and  time  that  Ms.  Beattie  first  received  a  copy  of 
the  letter  from  Congressman  David  Mcintosh  to  Secretary  Babbitt  dated  February  21, 
1995. 

Answer  Congressman  Mcintosh's  February  21  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt  was 
received  in  the  Secretary's  Correspondence  Control  office  February  22,  where 
unfortimately  the  career  employee  processing  it  did  not  recognize  the  urgency  of  the 
matter.  Due  to  a  backlog  of  incoming  mail,  it  remained  there  until  February  27,  at 
which  time  it  was  routinely  sent  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  response.  No 
political  appointee  or  career  employee  with  legislative  or  public  affairs 
responsibilities  saw  the  letter  until  after  it  was  received  by  the  Service  Febru<iry  28. 

Question:  Was  Ms.  Beattie  briefed  on  the  contents  of  the  letter  prior  to 
testifying  on  Thursday,  February  23, 1995? 

Answer  No,  Ms.  Beattie  was  not  aware  of  the  letter. 

Question:  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer  The  delay  in  processing  the  letter  as  explained  above. 

Question:  Please  identify  all  political  appointees  and  other  persons  above  the 
GS-15  pay  scale  outside  of  DOI,  including  any  such  persons  at  OMB,  who  reviewed 
the  Babbitt  Letter  or  any  version  of  it. 

Answer  That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance 
as  a  statement  of  Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph 
of  the  Secretary's  February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  Clinger. 

Question:  Please  specify  those  persons  who  reviewed  it  before  it  was  sent  and 
those  who  reviewed  it  after  it  was  sent. 

Answer  H.R.  450,  as  reported,  was  circulated  by  the  Office  of  Legislative 
Counsel  to  all  departmental  bureaus  and  offices  for  comment.  At  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  bill  was  reviewed  by  a  senior  career  employee  in  the  Office  of 
Legislative  Services,  whose  conclusion  was  that  the  various  exemptions  contained 
in  the  bill  were  not  applicable  to  the  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  This  was 
based  upon  their  being  either  too  narrowly  drawn  or,  by  their  specific  wording,  not 
applicable.  Under  standard  statutory  construction,  these  types  of  problems  are 
correctable  only  by  amendment,  not  by  either  legislative  history  or  statements  of 
intent  by  the  sponsor. 

This  analysis  was  reviewed  and  approved,  without  change,  within  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  and  within  the  Department,  by  both  career  employees  and  political 
appointees. 
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Similar  analyses  on  other  aspects  of  H.R.  450  had  been  submitted  by  other  bureaus. 
Since  the  bill  was  before  the  full  House  rather  than  a  committee,  the  Secretary's 
office  made  a  decision  to  submit  a  single,  short  letter  to  Congress  stating  ihe 
Department's  position  on  these  issues,  rather  than  a  number  of  individual  leffers'of 
a  complex  analysis  of  many  issues. 

Question:  If  no  political  appointee  outside  of  DOI  reviewed  the  Babbitt  Letter 
before  it  was  sent  to  Chairman  dinger,  please  explain  why. 

Answer  That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance 
as  a  statement  of  Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph 
of  the  Secretary's  February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  dinger. 

Question:  Is  the  Babbitt  Letter  consistent  with  the  views  of  the 
Administration? 

Answer  That  letter  was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review.  It  received  clearance 
as  a  statement  of  Administration  policy,  as  evidenced  by  the  concluding  paragraph 
of  the  Secretary's  February  22,  1995  letter  to  Chairman  dinger. 

Question:  If  the  Babbitt  Letter  is  not  consistent  with  the  views  of  the 
Administration,  please  describe  in  what  ways  it  is  not  consistent 

Answer  The  letter  is  consistent  with  the  views  of  the  Administration. 

Questiotu  How  many  people  work  in  DOI's  Office  of  Legislative  Affairs? 

Answer  How  many  people  work  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Office  of 
Legislative  Affairs? 

The  Office  of  Congressional  and  Legislative  Affairs  has  a  total  of  21  FTEs  allocated  as 
follows: 

Congressional  Affairs 

o  A  Director  and  Deputy  Director  of  Congressional  and  Legislative  Affairs 

o  2  Special  Assistants  to  the  Director 

o  A  Staff  Assistant 

o  A  Secretary  to  the  Director 

o  A  Congressional  Services  Specialist 

o  A  Correspondence  Control  Assistant 

o  A  Congressional  Assistant  (receptionist  for  both  Congressional  Affairs  and 
Legislative  Counsel) 

Total:  9  FTEs 
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This  Office  is  the  Department's  principal  liaison  with  the  authorizing  conunittees 
and  individual  members  of  the  Congress  and  with  the  White  House  on 
Congressional  and  legislative  matters.   This  Office  is  responsible  for  communicating 
the  policies  of  the  Department  and  the  viewpoints  of  the  Secretary  regarding 
Congressional  issues,  and  programs  and  matters  of  interest  to  the  Department  as 
requested  by  members  of  the  Congress. 

Office  of  Legislative  Counsel 

o  A  Legislative  Counsel 

o  An  Assistant  Legislative  Counsel 

o  3  full-time  and  one  part-time  Attorney  Advisors 

o  A  Supervisory  Legislative  Services  Specialist 

o  A  Legislative  Assistant 

0  2  Legislative  Records  Assistants 

o  A  Mail  Clerk/ Motor  Vehicle  Operator 

o  2  Secretaries 

Total:  12.6  FTEs 

The  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  serves  as  a  clearinghouse  for  all  legislative 
matters  (other  than  appropriations  bills),  including  legislative  proposals  of  the 
Department,  Departmental  reports  to  the  Congress,  reports  to  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  on  legislative  matters,  other  Departments'  proposals, 
testimony,  and  legislative  reports,  testimony  of  Departmental  witnesses,  questions 
from  Congressional  Committees  and  Members,  and  drafting  services  for  Members 
of  Congress.  The  Department  testifies  at  between  250-300  hearings  a  year  and 
receives  almost  2,000  requests  a  year  for  comments  on  bills  and  other  agencies' 
reports  and  testimony. 

Question:  How  many  full-tune  equivalents  work  on  matters  for  Legislative 
Affairs? 

Answer  The  Department's  Office  of  Congressional  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs  has  21  FTE.  The  individual  bureaus  within  DOI  have  other  Legislative 
Affairs  staff. 

Question:  What  is  the  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  DOI's  Office  of 
Legislative  Affairs? 

Answer  The  budget  is  $1,514,000. 

Question:  How  many  people  work  in  DOI's  Office  of  Public  Affairs? 

Answer  There  are  12  employees. 


456 


Question:  How  many  full-time  equivalents  work  on  matters  for  Public 
Affairs? 

Answer  The  Department's  Office  of  Communications  has  12  FTEs.  The 
individual  bureaus  within  CXDl  have  other  Public  Affairs  staff. 

Question:  What  is  the  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  DOI's  Office  of  Public 
Affairs? 

Answen  The  budget  is  $1,056,000. 

Question:  Please  state  whether  any  persons  at  the  GS-15  level  or  below  have 
been  or  might  be  reprimanded  or  disciplined  in  any  way  for  any  matter  touching  up 
DOI's  position  or  the  Babbitt  Letter. 

Answen  Proper  procedures  were  followed  in  the  development  of  the 
Administration's  position  with  respect  to  the  impact  of  H.R.  450. 

Question:  If  so,  please  identify  the  employee,  all  of  the  employee's  superiors, 
the  discipline  administered  or  likely  to  be  administered,  and  state,  in  detail,  the  legal 
and  factual  basis  for  such  discipline. 

Answen  No  such  action  has  been  taken. 

Question:  If  DOI's  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  were  reduced  by  5%,  what 
programs  would  DOI  recommend  absorb  the  reduction?  10%?  20%? 

Answer:  Limiting  programs  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Subcommittee 
to  the  1995  level  will  impair  the  ability  of  the  Department  to  meet  its  basic 
operational  obligations  and  significantly  constrain  high  priority  programs  such  as 
the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Initiative. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  net  discretionary  budget  authority  for  the  Department  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Subcommittee  is  $6.5  billion,  a  reduction  of  $156  million  or  2.3 
percent  below  FY  1994.  At  the  same  time,  the  Department's  cost  of  doing  business  is 
increasing.  Between  1994  and  1996,  employee  salaries  and  other  uncontrollable  costs 
will  increase  4.8  percent.  Because  most  of  our  programs  are  labor  intensive,  a 
limitation  to  the  1995  level  thus  means  a  reduction  in  services  in  real  terms. 

Below  we  have  identified  the  impacts  of  a  10  percent  reduction.  As  shown  by  the 
information  above,  a  five  percent  reduction,  on  top  reductions  already  made,  will  be 
severely  detrimental  to  programs.  A  20  percent  reduction  would  be  so  limiting  that 
it  would  require  drastic  policy  changes  in  order  to  accommodate  such  a  reduced 
level  of  operation. 
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A  reduction  of  10  percent  below  FY  1995  appropriations  would  significantly  and 
adversely  affect  operations  in  the  Department's  land  management  agencies,  the 
science  bureaus,  and  BIA.  In  NPS,  for  example,  there  would  be  extensive  closures 
and  service  cutbacks.  Visiting  hours  at  Independence  National  Park  would  be 
curtailed  and  many  buildings  would  be  entirely  closed  to  the  public.  The  Statue  of 
Liberty  would  be  dosed  at  least  one  day  a  week.  Selected  campgrounds  at  many  large 
parks  would  be  shut.  The  summer  visitation  season  at  seasonal  parks  such  as 
Yellowstone  would  be  ended  early.  Air  patrols  and  non-emergency  boat  patrols  at 
Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  would  be  suspended. 

Some  of  a  10  percent  reduction  could  be  taken  in  construction,  land  acquisition  and 
grant  programs.  However,  these  programs  are  not  a  large  part  of  our  discretionary 
budget.  Even  in  the  land  management  bureaus,  which  have  significant 
construction  and  land  acquisition  budgets,  operational  funding  in  1995  is  80  percent 
of  total  appropriations. 

Disproportionately  large  cuts  in  construction  and  land  acquisition  woxUd  compound 
the  backlogs  we  already  face.  In  the  1980's  these  accounts  were  routinely  reduced  as  a 
"painless"  way  to  constrain  spending.  The  consequences  include  deteriorating  park 
infrastructure,  unsafe  BIA  schools,  and  willing  sellers  who  must  wait  extended 
periods  to  sell  inholdings  to  the  Park  Service.  For  example,  the  NPS  construction 
budget  was  $108  million  in  1980.  For  the  remainder  of  the  decade,  it  was  funded 
below  this  level,  often  substantially  below,  in  all  but  two  years.  In  1981,  the  NPS 
backlog  of  prioritized  construction  and  road  repair  projects  totaled  approximately 
$800  nrvillion;  the  most  recentbacklog  of  prioritized  construction  and  road  repair 
projects  totals  nearly  $4  billion. 

In  operational  programs,  the  impact  of  a  10  percent  reduction  is  magnified  because 
most  of  our  operations  dollars  pay  for  people.  At  Mount  Rainier  National  Park,  85 
percent  of  the  budget  pays  for  personnel  related  costs.  A  10  percent  reduction  could 
reduce  Mount  Rainier's  FTEs  below  the  level  of  1990,  even  though  wilderness 
climbing  and  hiking  in  the  park  increased  by  69  percent  between  1990  and  1994  and 
is  projected  to  continue  to  increase.  Park  management  would  simply  have  fewer 
people  to  protect  park  resources  and  serve  the  needs  of  the  visiting  public. 
Interpretative  and  cultural  resource  programs  would  be  reduced,  facilities  would  be 
closed  to  save  staff  and  utility  costs,  snow  removal  operations  would  be  drastically 
reduced,  campgrounds  and  picnic  areas  would  open  later  and  close  earlier,  and 
ranger  patrols  would  be  scaled  back. 

Similarly  severe  impacts  would  be  felt  across  the  Department.   For  example: 

•  A  10  percent  reduction  for  NBS,  especially  when  added  to  the 
currently  proposed  10  percent  1995  rescission,  would  further 
devastate  the  scientific  capability  of  the  Service.  The  NBS  would 
need  to  close  additional  research  centers,  such  as  the  Corvallis, 
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Oregon  Science  Center  and  the  Hawaii  Center,  whose  work  on  exotic 
species  would  be  discontinued.  The  Service's  state  cooperation 
priorities  will  be  threatened  as  participation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Forest  Plan  and  the  Adnxinistration's  South  Florida  Recovery  Plan 
would  be  terminated,  the  Louisiana  southern  forested  wetlands 
project  would  be  terminated,  and  state  partnership  grants  would  be 
severely  reduced. 

The  FWS  would  have  to  close  or  mothball  as  many  as  30  National 
Wildlife  Refuges.  Recreational  programs  at  other  refuges,  including 
hunting,  fishing  and  outdoor  education,  would  be  reduced  or 
eliminated  to  preserve  funding  for  habitat  protection  and 
improvement. 

The  ability  of  USGS  to  monitor  and  respond  to  natural  disasters, 
including  earthquakes,  would  be  significantly  decreased.  Hundreds  of 
USGS  stream  flow  monitoring  stations  would  be  eliminated, 
markedly  reducing  the  information  available  to  Federal,  State,  and 
local  water  planning  agencies  and  to  the  National  Weather  Service's 
flood  forecasting  network.  The  National  Water  Quality  Assessment 
Program  would  be  significantly  decreased  in  scope. 

Funding  per  weighted  student  unit  in  BIA  schools  would  be  reduced 
to  around  $2,530,  a  level  comparable  of  that  in  1990.  Schools  would 
be  forced  to  lay  off  staff,  close  early  and  curtail  or  eliminate 
transportation.  The  accreditation  .  of  many  schools  could  be 
threatened.  Funding  for  Tribal  contract  support  would  be  reduced, 
providing  a  disincentive  for  Tribes  to  assume  greater  responsibility 
for  operating  BIA  programs.  Law  enforcement,  judicial  services,  and 
social  services  programs  would  be  severely  reduced,  along  with 
natural  resource  programs,  such  as  timber  sales,  agricultural 
programs,  and  other  activities  vital  to  tribal  economies. 

The  BLM  would  be  forced  to  scale  back  services  to  a  wide  array  of 
public  land  users:  the  mineral  extraction  industry;  the  livestock 
industry;  the  timber  industry;  recreational  users;  and  hunters  and 
anglers.  In  Farmington,  New  Mexico,  BLM  would  be  forced  to  reduce 
oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  operations  that  are  crucial  to  the 
region's  oil  and  gas  industry.  In  Moab,  Utah,  the  bureau  would  have 
to  reduce  recreational  opportunities  for  mountain  bikers  and  hikers 
that  are  important  components  of  the  area's  tourism  based  economy. 
Maintenance  and  visitor  services  would  be  reduced  in  heavily  used 
areas  such  as  Red  Rock  Canyon,  Nevada;  San  Pedro  Riparian  Area  in 
Arizona;  Anasazi  Heritage  Center  in  Colorado;  and  Birds  of  Prey  in 
Idaho. 
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Question:  Please  identify  the  common  names  and  number  of  species  per 
month  that  have  been  listed  on  the  endangered  species  list  for  the  past  24  months. 

Answer  The  total  number  of  United  States  species  listed  between  March  1, 
1993,  and  March  1,  1995,  as  endangered  or  threatened  is  211.  The  list  provided  below 
includes  the  common  and  scientific  names  of  these  species  in  chronological  order  by 
the  date  of  listing. 

Question:  How  many  persons  inside  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  have  worked  on  the  listing  of  each  such  species? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  had  91  full  time  employees  working  on  listings  in  Fiscal  Year  1993  and  98 
full  time  employees  or  persons  in  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

Question:  How  many  full  time  equivalents  inside  or  on  behalf  of  DOI  have 
worked  on  the  listing  of  each  such  species? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  had  91  full  time  equivalents  working  on  listings  in  Fiscal  Year  1993  and  98 
full  time  equivalent  in  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

Question:  How  many  hours  of  work  have  been  spent  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  listing  of  each  such  species? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  spent  approximately  189,280  hours  and  203,840  hours  on  listings  in  Fiscal 
Years  1993  and  1994,  respectively. 

211  U.S.  Species  Listed  Since  March  1, 1993, 
Through  March  1,  1995 

03/05/93  Leptocereus  grantianus  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

03/05/93  Nelson's  checker-mallow  (Sidalcea  nelsoniana) 

03/16/93  Delta  smelt  {Hypomesus  transpacificus) 

03/17/93  Plover,  western  snowy  (Charadrius  alexandrinus  nivosus) 

03/30/93  Owl,  Mexican  spotted  (Strix  occidentalis  lucida) 

04/07/93  Gnatcatcher,  coastal  California  {Polioptila  californica  californica) 

04/07/93  Acornshell,  southern  (Epioblasma  othcaloogensis) 

04/07/93  Clubshell,  ovate  (Pleurobema  perovatum) 

04/07/93  Clubshell,  southern  {Pleurobema  decisum) 

04/07/93  Combshell,  upland  (Epioblasma  metastriata) 

04/07/93  Kidneyshell,  triangular  (Ptychobranchus  greeni) 

04/07/93  Moccasinshell,  Alabama  {Medionidus  acutissimus) 

04/07/93  Moccasinshell,  Coosa  (Medionidus  parvulus) 

04/07/93  Mucket,  orange-nacre  (Lampsilis  perovalis) 
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QA/Q7/93  Pigtoe,  dark  {Pleurohema  furvum) 

04/07/93   Pigtoe,  southern  {Pleurohema  georgianum) 

04/07/93   Pocketbook,  fine-lined  (Lampsilis  altilis) 

04/07/93   Ka'u  silversword  {Argyroxiphium  kauense) 

04/07/93  Pigeon  wings  (Clitoria  fragrans) 

04/07/93   Avon  Park  harebells  {Crotalaria  avonensis) 

04/07/93    Scrub  buckwheat  (Eriogonum  longifolium  var.  gnaphalifolium) 

04/07/93   Britton's  beargrass  (Nolitia  brittoniana) 

04/07/93  Lewton's  polygala  {Polygala  lewtonii) 

04/07/93   Sandlace  {Polygonella  myriophylla) 

04/27/93  Crayfish,  cave  [no  common  name]  {Cambarus  aculabrutn) 

04/27/93   Seabeach  amaranth  (Amaranthus  putriilus) 

04/27/93  Florida  perforate  cladoiua  (Cladonia  perforata) 

05/10/93  Aristida  chaseae  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

05/10/93  Lyonia  truncata  var.  proctorii  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

05/10/93   Vernonia  proctorii  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

06/09/93   Darter,  duskytail  {Etheostoma  (Catonotus)  sp.) 

06/09/93  Madtom,  pygmy  {Noturus  stanauli) 

06/09/93  Shiner,  Palezone  (Notropis  sp.) 

06/30/93  Eider,  spectacled  {Somateria  fischeri) 

07/12/93   Heelsplitter,  Carolina  (Lasmigona  decorata) 

07/12/93  Adiantum  vivesii  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/12/93   Elaphoglossum  serpens  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/12/93   Polystichum  calderonense  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/12/93   Tectaria  estremerana  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/28/93   Short-leaved  rosemary  (Conradina  brevifolia) 

07/28/93   Etonia  rosemary  (Conradina  etonia) 

07/28/93  Apalachicola  rosemary  (Conradina  glabra) 

07/28/93    Okeechobee  gourd  (Cucurbita  okeechobeensis  ssp.  okeechobeensis) 

07/28/93  Godfrey's  butterwort  (Pinguicula  ionantha) 

07/28/93   Thelypteris  inabonensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/28/93   Thelypteris  verecunda  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

07/28/93   Thelypteris  yaucoensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

08/03/93    Fairy  shrimp,  riverside  (Streptocephalus  woottoni) 

08/03/93   Applegate's  milk-vetch  (Astragalus  applegatei) 

08/03/93   Peiiland  alpine  fen  mustard  (Eutrema  penlandii) 

08/18/93   Beetle,  Coffin  Cave  mold  (Batrisodes  texanus) 

08/18/93  Harvestman,  Bone  Cave  (Texella  reyesi) 

08/18/93  Marsh  sandwort  (Arenaria  paludicola) 

08/18/93  Gambel's  watercress  (Rorippa  gamhellii) 

09/23/93   Spring/summer  run  Chinook  salmon  (Snake  R.)* 

09/23/93  Fall  run  Chinook  salmon  (Snake  R.)* 

09/23/93    Fly,  Delhi  Sands  flower-loving  (Rhaphiomidas  terminatus  abdominalis) 

09/23/93   Pima  pineapple  cactus  (Coryphantha  scheeri  var.  robustispina) 

09/23/93   San  Diego  button-celery  (Eryngium  aristulatum  var.  parishii) 

09/23/93  Califonua  Orcutt  grass  (Orcuttia  californica) 
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09/23/93  Otay  mesa  mint  {Pogogyne  nudiuscula) 

10/06/93   Kodachrome  bladderpod  (Lesquerella  tumulosa) 

10/18/93   Chub,  Oregon  {Oregonichthys  (=Hybopsis)  crameri) 

10/18/93  Star  cactus  (Astrophytum  asterias) 

10/20/93  Snake,  giant  garter  (Thamnophis  gigas) 

10/27/93  Darter,  bluemask  (=jewel)  (Ethostoma  sp.) 

10/27/93   Darter,  relict  (Etheostoma  (Catonotus)  chienense) 

11/24/93   Beach  jacquemontia  (Jacquemontia  reclinata) 

02/03/94   Mouse,  Pacific  pocket  (Perognathus  longimembris  pacificus) 

02/04/94  Goby,  tidewater  (Eucyclogobius  newberryi) 

02/04/94   Ben  Lomond  spineflower  (Chorizanthe  pungens  var.  hartwegiana) 

02/04/94   Monterey  spineflower  (Chorizanthe  pungens  var.  pungens) 

02/04/94   Robust  spineflower  (includes  Scotts  Valley  spineflower)  {Chorizanthe 

robusta) 
02/04/94   Ben  Lomond  wallflower  {Erysimum  teretifolium) 
02/18/94  Calyptranthes  thomasiana  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/18/94  Myrcia  paganii  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94  ^Olulu  (Brighamia  insignis) 
02/25/94  Haha  {Cyanea  asarifolia) 
02/25/94  HaMwale  {Cyrtandra  limahuliensis) 
02/25/94  Delissea  rhytidosperma  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94  Heau  (Exocarpos  luteolus) 
02/25/94   "Awiwi  {Hedyotis  cookiana) 
02/25/94  Clay's  hibiscus  {Hibiscus  clayi) 
02/25/94   Nehe  {Lipochaeta  fauriei) 
02/25/94  Nehe  {Lipochaeta  micrantha) 
02/25/94   Nehe  {Lipochaeta  waimeaensis) 
02/25/94  Lysimachia  filifolia  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94   Alani  {Melicope  haupuensis) 
02/25/94   Alani  {Melicope  knudsenii) 
02/25/94  Alaiu  {Melicope  pallida) 
02/25/94   Alaiu  {Melicope  quadrangularis) 

02/25/94  Munroidendron  racemosum  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94   'Aiea  {Nothocestrum  peltatum) 
02/25/94   Makou  {Peucedanum  sandwicense) 
02/25/94  Phyllostegia  waimeae  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94  Kaulu  {Pteralyxia  kauaiensis) 

02/25/94   Schiedea  spergulina  var.  leiopoda  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94   Schiedea  spergulina  var.  spergulina  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
02/25/94   'Aiakeakua,  popolo  {Solanum  sandwicense) 
02/25/94  Diellia  pallida  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/02/94  Auerodendron  pauciflorum  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/04/94  'Oha  wai  {Clermontia  lindseyana) 
03/04/94  'Oha  wai  {Clermontia  peleana) 
03/04/94  'Oha  wai  {Clermontia  pyrularia) 
03/04/94   Kauila  {Colubrina  oppositifolia) 


462 


03/04/94  Haha  (Cyanea  copelandii  ssp.  copelandii) 
03/04/94   Haha  {Cyanea  hamatiflora  ssp.  carlsonii) 
03/04/94  Haha  (Cyanea  shipmannii) 
03/04/94  Haha  (Cyanea  stictophylla) 
03/04/94  Ha^iwale  (Cyrtandra  giffardii) 
03/04/94  Ha'iwale  (Cyrtandra  tintinnabula) 
03/04/94   Hilo  ischaemum  (Ischaemum  byrone) 
03/04/94    Wahine  noho  kula  (Isodendrion  pyrifolium) 
03/04/94  Mariscus  fauriei  (Plant,  no  comn\on  name) 
03/04/94   'Aiea  (Nothocestrum  breviflorum) 
03/04/94   Holei  (Ochrosia  kilaueaensis) 
03/04/94   Laukahi  kuahiwi  (Plantago  hawaiensis) 
03/04/94  Po'e  (Portulaca  sclerocarpa) 
03/04/94  Loulu  (Pritchardia  affinis) 
03/04/94  Silene  hawaiiensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/04/94   Tetramolopium  arenarium  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/04/94   A'e  (Zanthoxylum  hawaiiense) 

03/07/94   Beetle,  Hungerford's  crawling  water  (Brychius  hungerfordi) 
03/23/94  Holy  Ghost  ipomopsis  (Ipomopsis  sancti-spiritus) 
03/28/94   'Akoko  (Chamaesyce  deppeana  (=Euphorbia  d.)) 
03/28/94  Haha  (Cyanea  truncata) 
03/28/94  Ha^iwale  (Cyrtandra  crenata) 
03/28/94  HaMwale  (Cyrfflndra  polyantha) 
03/28/94  Nioi  (Eugenia  koolauensis) 

03/28/94  Hesperomannia  arborescens  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/28/94  Lobelia  oahuensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/28/94  Alani  (Melicope  lydgatei) 
03/28/94  Rollandia  crispa  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
03/28/94   'Ohe'ohe  (Tetraplasandra  gymnocarpa) 
03/28/94   Wawae'iole  (Lycopodium  nutans) 

04/15/94   Marstonia  (snail),  royalobese)  (Pyrgulopsis  (=Marstonia)  ogmoraphe) 
04/15/94   Riversnail,  Anthony's  (Athearnia  anthonyi) 
04/18/94   Butterfly,  Saint  Francis'  satyr  (Neonympha  mitchellii  francisci) 
06/27/94   Minnow,  Rio  Grande  silvery  (Hybognathus  amarus) 
06/27/94  Haha  (Cyanea  grimesiana  ssp.  obatae) 
06/27/94  Gouania  vitifolia  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
06/27/94  Water  howellia  (Howellia  aquatilis) 
06/27/94  Diellia  unisora  (Plant,  no  common  name) 
08/17/94  Western  lily  (Lilium  occidental) 
08/24/94   South  Texas  ambrosia  (Ambrosia  cheiranthifolia) 
08/24/94  Cushenbury  milk-vetch  (Astragalus  albens) 
08/24/94  Texas  ayenia  (Ayenia  limitaris) 
08/24/94  Parish's  daisy  (Erigeron  parishii) 

08/24/94    Cushenbury  buckwheat  (Eriogonum  ovalifolium  var.  vineum) 
08/24/94   San  Bernardino  Mountains  bladderpod  (Lesquerella  kingii   ssp. 
bernardina) 
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08/24/94  Cushenbury  oxytheca  {Oxytheca  parishii  var.  goodmaniana) 

09/06/94  Sturgeon,  white  (Kootenai  River  pop.)  {Acipenser  transmontanus) 

09/09/94  Hawk,  Puerto  Rican  broad-winged  {Buteo  platypterus  brunnescens) 

09/09/94  Hawk,  Puerto  Rican  sharp-shinned  {Acipiter  striatus  venator) 

09/09/94  Eugenia  woodburyana  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/09/94  Mitracaq}us  maxwelliae  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/09/94  Mitracarpus  polycladus  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/19/94  Fairy  shrimp.  Conservancy  (.Branchinecta  conservatio) 

09/19/94  Fairy  shrimp,  longhom  (Branchinecta  longiantenna) 

09/19/94  Fairy  shrimp,  vernal  pool  {Branchinecta  lynchi) 

09/19/94  Tadpole  shrimp,  vernal  pool  (Lepidurus  packardi) 

09/26/94  Asplenium  fragile  var.  insulare  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/26/94  Pauoa  {Ctenitis  squamigera) 

09/26/94  Diplazium  molokaiense  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/26/94  Pteris  lidgatei  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

09/30/94  Pamakani  (Tetramolopium  capillare) 

11/10/94  Bonamia  menziesii  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

11/10/94  Mehamehame  (Flueggea  neowaivraea) 

11/10/94  Ma'o  hau  hele  {Hibiscus  brackenridgei) 

11/10/94  Mariscus  pennatiformis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

11/10/94  Neraudia  sericea  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

11/10/94  Laukahi  kuahiwi  {Plantago  princeps) 

11/10/94  Mann's  bluegrass  {Poa  mannii) 

11/10/94  ^Ohai  {Sesbania  tomentosa) 

11/10/94  Popolo  ku  mai  {Solanum  incompletum) 

11/10/94  Spermolepis  hawaiiensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

11/10/94  Vigna  o-wahuensis  (Plant,  no  common  name) 

11/10/94  Fern,  pendant  kihi  {Adenophorus  periens) 

11/10/94  Asplenium-leaved  diellia  {Diellia  erecta) 

11/23/94  Elktoe,   Appalachian  {Alasmidonta  raveneliana) 

11/25/94  Uvillo  {Eugenia  haematocarpa) 

11/25/94  Chupacallos  (=Chupagallo)  {Pleodendron  macranthum) 

12/05/94  Alatu  {Melicope  adscendens) 

12/05/94  Alani  {Melicope  balloui) 

12/05/94  Alaiu  {Melicope  ovalis) 

12/15/94  Snail,  Morro  shoulderband  (=banded  dune)  {Helminthoglypta 

walkeriana) 

12/15/94  Morro  mat\zanita  {Arctostaphylos  morroensis) 

12/15/94  Chorro  Creek  bog  thistle  {Cirsium  fontinale  obispoense) 

12/15/94  Pismo  clarkia  {Clarkia  speciosa  itnmaculata) 

12/15/94  Indian  Knob  mountain  balm  {Eriodictyon  altissimum) 

12/15/94  California  seablite  {Suaeda  californica) 

12/16/94  Toad,  arroyo  southwestern  {Bufo  microscaphus  californicus) 

12/20/94  Darter,  Etowah  {Etheostoma  etowahae) 

12/20/94  Dcirter,  Cherokee  {Etheostoma  (Ulocentra)  sp.) 

01/03/95  Rock  aess  {Arabis  perstellata) 
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01/18/95   Rock  gnome  lichen  (Gymnoderma  lineare) 

01/26/95   Mine's  emerald  dragonfly  (Somatochlora  hineana) 

02/03/95   Tiburon  paintbrush  (Castilleja  affinis  spp.  neglecta) 

02/03/95  Coyote  ceanothus  (Ceanothus  ferrisae) 

02/03/95    Fountain  thistle  (Cirsium  fontinale  var.  fontinale) 

02/03/95  Presidio  darkia  (Clarkia  franciscana) 

02/03/95   Pennell's  bird's-beak  (Cordylantus  tenuis  spp.  capillaris) 

02/03/95  Santa  Clara  Valley  dudleya  (Dudleya  setchellii) 

02/03/95    San  Mateo  woolly  sui\flower  {Eriophyllum  latilohum) 

02/03/95   White-rayed  pentachaeta  (Pentachaeta  bellidiflora) 

02/03/95   Metcalf  Canyon  jewelflower  {Strq)tanthus  albidus  ssp.  albidus) 

02/03/95  Tiburon  jewelflower  (Strqjtanthus  niger) 

Gil/03/95   Tiburon  mariposa  lily  {Calochortus  tiburonensis) 

02/03/95   Marin  dwarf-flax  (Hespero/mon  congestum) 

02/06/95   Spruce-flr  moss  spider  (Microhexura  montivaga) 

02/27/95   Southwestern  willow  flycatcher  {Empidonax  traillii  extimus) 


Listed  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  JIM  BUNN 

Question:  At  what  stage  are  the  negotiations  with  the  State  of  Oregon  on  the 
4(d)  rule  and  when  can  we  expect  some  sort  of  resolution? 

Answer:  The  Governor  of  Oregon  has  established  a  task  force  comprised,  in 
part,  of  landowners  of  small  and  large  forestland  parcels,  to  develop  an 
"Alternative"  to  the  4(d)  rule.  This  task  force  is  in  the  early  stages  of  data  gathering. 
It  is  unknown  when  this  taskforce  may  have  an  Alternative  completed  for  the 
Service  to  review.  If  an  Oregon  alternative  is  available  to  the  Service  before  the  close 
of  the  public  comment  period  on  the  proposed  4(d)  rule  and  Draft  EIS,  the  Service 
can  add  this  to  the  proposed  4(d)  rule  and  include  it  in  the  public  review  process. 

Question:  In  the  4(d)  rule  proposal,  the  FWS  claims  it  received  no  new  data 
on  the  distribution  and  abundance  of  owls  on  nonfederal  land,  yet  voluminous 
information  from  private  landowners  and  state  agencies  was  submitted  on  new 
studies,  owl  locations,  and  distribution  data.  As  the  Service  knows,  there  is  new 
survey  data,  new  information  on  habitat  use,  and  new  evaluations  of  the 
demographic  models,  all  of  which  place  earlier  assumptions  and  science  (circa  1990) 
about  the  owl  in  serious  question.  Why  does  the  agency  continue  to  depend  almost 
exclusively  on  the  old  1990  data  in  constructing  the  proposed  4(d)  rule? 

Answer:  Much  information  was  provided  during  the  public  scoping  and 
comment  periods.  However,  relevant  to  the  scope  and  intent  of  the  4(d)  rule,  this 
information  was  either  previously  known  and  given  consideration  by  the  Service  or 
not  significant  enough  to  warrant  reevaluation  of  the  data  that  was  utilized. 

There  has  been  much  new  data  and  analysis  since  1990  that  has  given  us  better 
insight  iiito  the  status  and  biology  of  the  owl.  Some  early  assumptions  have  indeed 
been  invalidated.  However,  the  fundamental  science  and  concerns  regarding 
management  of  the  spotted  owl  and  its  habitat  have  not  been  altered  by  this  data. 

The  Service  does  not,  for  the  4(d)  rule  or  any  other  effort,  rely  on  outdated 
information.  By  statute  we  are  required  to  utilize  the  best  available  data  and  science. 
In  the  preparation  of  the  proposed  4(d)  rule,  the  Service  utilized  all  relevant  and 
scientifically  credible  information  that  was  available  and  in  a  usable  format.  This 
includes  all  owl  locations  discovered  between  1989  and  1994  and  demographic 
analyses  conducted  during  this  time,  including  those  conducted  by  industry  and 
nonfederal  scientists.  Alternative  theories/interpretations  that  were  scientifically 
credible  and  relevant  to  the  4(d)  effort  were  given  consideration. 

Question:  Under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  FWS  provides  consultation 
services  to  federal  agencies  as  they  carry  out  their  mandates.  I  understand  that  the 
consultation  services  that  the  agency  provides  are  often  tardy,  time  consuming,  and 
excessive. 


466 


Answen  The  Service  makes  every  effort,  within  it's  funding  constraints,  to 
issue  accurate  and  timely  biological  opinions  to  other  federal  agencies.  The  Service 
usually  completes  a  formal  consultation  within  the  mandated  135  days  of  the 
consultation  initiation  through  technical  assistance  and  informal  consultations 
conducted  early  in  the  planning  process,  the  Service  strives  to  provide  efficient  and 
successful  solutions  to  any  unforeseen  impacts  of  projects  to  threatened  and 
endangered  species. 

As  an  example  of  the  success  of  this  program,  through  consultations  with  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  regarding  various  bridge  replacement 
projects  over  the  past  several  years,  the  Service  and  FHWA,  along  with  state 
wildlife  and  highway  agencies,  have  developed  a  relationship  that  has  seen  no 
highway  bridge  replacements  either  stopped  or  significantly  delayed  when  they  had 
the  potential  to  affect  bald  eagle  habitat.  In  each  instance,  the  habitat  (usually  perch 
trees)  was  either  (1)  avoided  altogether  or  (2)  replaced  at  cost  in  a  nearby  area. 

Question:  If  the  Forest  Service,  for  example,  submits  a  project  for 
consxiltation,  does  the  preliminary  design  usually  meet,  or  at  least  support,  effects  to 
protect  endangered  species? 

Answer:  If  adequate  informal  consultation  has  occurred  between  the 
agencies,  the  information  provided  for  the  formal  consultation  is  usually  adequate 
for  the  Service  to  render  its  biological  opinion.  Informal  consultation,  if  conducted 
early  in  the  planning  process,  is  the  key  to  reducing  the  need  for  formal  consultation 
and  to  increase  both  the  efficiency  and  success  of  formal  consultation. 

Question:  Does  the  Service  develop  and  make  available  consultation  criteria 
for  each  species  which  the  Forest  Service  wildlife  and  fisheries  biologists  could  use 
in  project  and  timber  sale  design? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Service  provides  information  to  consulting  agencies  in 
various  forms,  including  the  Service  Consultation  Handbook,  Section  7 
Consultation  regulations  (50  CFR  402),  supplemental  guidance  documents,  species 
recovery  plans,  and  species  information  documents.  In  addition  to  this  technical 
assistance,  through  informal  section  7  consultation,  the  Service  provides 
information  including  species  locations,  species  status,  biological  requirements,  and 
recommended  conservation  strategies.  The  Service  believes  that  open 
communication  early  in  the  development  stages  of  a  proposed  project  is  necessary  to 
achieve  maximum  efficiency  for  resource  conservation. 

Question:  Are  there  often  professional  differences  of  opinion  between  the 
Forest  Service  and  the  FWS  biologists  during  project  design  and  consultation? 
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Answer:  There  are  sometimes  professional  philosophical  differences  of 
opinion  between  Forest  Service  and  FWS  biologists.  However,  as  professional 
scientists  these  differences  are  most  often  overcome  through  a  deliberative  process 
taking  into  account  all  of  the  scientific  and  commercial  information  available.  The 
informal  section  7  process  is  the  mechanism  that  allows  agency  technical  experts  to 
overcome  differences  of  opinion  and  arrive  at  the  correct  solution  to  the 
management  question.  The  FWS  strives  to  avoid  conflicts  with  other  agencies  and 
individuals  by  maximizing  communication  and  coordination.  When  conflicts  are 
unavoidable,  the  FWS  advocates  that  a  solution  be  formulated  at  the  lowest  possible 
level.  If  solutions  can  not  be  reached  at  the  field  office  level,  the  issue  is  forwarded 
to  a  FWS  regional  office  for  resolution.  As  a  last  resort,  the  FWS  Washington  office 
is  contacted  to  assist  in  developing  a  solution. 

Question:  How  many  projects  did  federal  agencies  submit  to  the  Service  for 
consultation  in  FY  1994?  What  is  the  estimated  workload  for  FY  1995? 

Answer  Estimated  Section  7  consultation  workload  is  summarized  below: 


Consultation   Classification 

Estimated 
FY   1994 

Anticipated 
FY   1995 

Anticipated 
FY   1996 

Number  of  Federal  Actions 
Requiring  Only  Technical  Assistance 

34,264 

39,679 

44,924 

Number  of  Federal  Actions 
Concluded  Through  Informal 
Consultation 

16,125 

17.711 

21,500 

Number  of  Federal  Actions 
Requiring  Formal  Consultation* 

606 

900 

1,146 

Number  of  Federal  Actions  Involved 
in  Programmatic  Consultation* 

425 

600 

850 

Number  of  Conferences  for 
Proposed  Species  or  Critical 
Habitats 

224 

350 

360 

*    A  programmatic  consultation  may  involve  100  or  more  individual          1 
j  Federal  actions.                                                                                                     | 

Question:  Is  there  a  backlog  of  uncompleted  consultations?  If  so  how  many? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  mandated  to  complete  a  formal  consultation  within 
135  days  of  the  consultation  initiation.  In  cases  where  the  action  agency  has 
mutually  agreed,  consultation  may  be  extended.  Only  in  rare  cases  does  a 
consultation  reach  a  stage  of  being  backlogged  beyond  135  days  without  mutual 
concurrence  from  the  action  agency.  The  number  of  consultations  which  are 
overdue  at  any  given  time  is  not  readily  available  and  changes  continually.  It  is  not 
significant  in  terms  of  the  total  number  of  consultations  ongoing  in  the  Service. 


Question:    How  much  time  does  the  average  consultation  take  including 
calling  protocols  or  observation  cycles? 
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Answer:  Consultations  vary  greatly  in  time  and  complexity.  Some  informal 
consultations  may  be  concluded  with  a  simple  phone  call  and  other  complex  formal 
consultations  may  require  months  or  years  of  data  collection,  data  analysis,  project 
development,  and  informal  and  formal  consultation  to  reach  closure. 

Question:  What  is  the  average  cost  per  consultation? 

Answer:  Consultations  vary  greatly  in  time  and  complexity.  Some  informal 
consultations  may  be  concluded  with  a  simple  phone  call  cost  very  little,  and  other 
complex  formal  consultations  may  require  months  or  years  of  data  collection,  data 
analysis,  project  development,  and  informal  and  formal  consultation  to  reach 
closure  and  be  costly.  Since  the  complexity  of  consultations  vary  greatly,  the  average 
cost  would  be  impossible  to  determine.  Additionally,  this  average  cost 
determination  would  be  further  complicated  by  consultations  that  cover  multiple 
spedes  or  multiple  actions. 

Question:  What  steps  is  the  service  taking  to  reduce  these  costs  and  to 
increase  efficiency  in  consultations? 

Answer:  To  increase  consultation  efficiency,  where  appropriate,  the  Service  is 
currently  encouraging  agencies  to  shift  consultation  from  single  species/single 
action  consultations  to  multiple  species/multiple  action  consultations. 
Consultations  are  being  conducted  on  entire  agency  programs.  These  programmatic 
consultations  either  conclude  all  necessary  consultation  on  that  agencies'  type  of 
action  or  set  up  a  framework  for  consultation  procedures  that  increases  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  consultation  at  the  action  level  many  fold.  Also,  as  previously 
stated,  it  is  much  more  efficient  for  the  consultation  process  to  begin  early  in  the 
planning  process  through  informal  consultations. 

Question:  In  light  of  the  wildfire  that  occurred  near  Medford,  Oregon  in  1994, 
how  has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reconciled  the  needs  of  species  protection 
xinder  the  ESA,  and  the  longer-term,  larger  health  of  the  forest  ecosystem? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recognizes  that  species  protection 
under  the  ESA  ultimately  directs  Federal  land  management  agencies  to  work  toward 
managing  for  the  long-term  health  of  the  ecosystem.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
working  closely  with  other  Federal  agencies,  prepared  President  Clinton's 
Northwest  Forest  Plan  with  the  overall  ecosystem/landscape  objectives  in  mind. 

The  Northwest  Forest  Plan  provides  the  critical  framework  to  manage  late- 
successional  forest  species  and  products  in  an  ecologically  sensitive  manner.  Hence 
major  conflicts  between  individual  species  protection  due  to  requirements  under 
the  ESA  and  overall  forest  health  are  not  expected.  Minor  impacts  to  individual 
species  listed  under  the  ESA  are  likely  to  occur  when  managing  for  these  larger 
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concerns,  however  niaintaining  the  overall  health  of  the  forest  ecosystenn 
overwhelmingly  makes  up  for  these  isolated  impacts.  After  all,  recovery  of  listed 
species  is  dependent  upon  the  maintenance  of  healthy,  naturally-functioning 
systems  upon  which  these  listed  species  rely. 

Question:  If  the  Forest  Service  or  BLM  planned  a  major  thinning  program  in 
southern  and  eastern  Oregon,  would  the  Service  be  able  to  respond  positively? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Service  is  very  concerned  about  fire-related  forest  health 
issues  and  has  already  begun  working  with  Forest  Service,  BLM,  EPA  and  State 
agencies  to  address  all  related  concerns.  The  Northwest  Forest  Plan  provides  the 
Service  with  a  tool  to  respond  to  forest  health  issues  in  a  very  ecologically-positive 
manner. 

High  fuel  loadings  associated  with  wildfire  exclusion  is  only  one  of  many  fire- 
related  concerns  associated  with  Forest  health  in  southern  and  eastern  Oregon. 
Many  issues  including  increased  urban  development  and  the  need  for  forest 
products  further  complicate  fire  management.  However  the  Service  and  other 
Federal  agencies  are  finding  solutions  in  these  problem  areas.  Zoning  regulations 
can  guide  developers  to  build  in  fire-dependent  ecosystems  in  a  manner  that  allows 
fires  to  co-exist  with  human  development  with  minimal  resource  and  property  loss. 
Working  closely  with  local  officials  (including  rural  fire  departments)  and  private 
resource-related  business  (timber  companies  and  resource  consultants),  ecologically- 
sensitive  thinning  and  prescribed  fires  can  reduce  dangerously  high-fuel  loadings 
while  addressing  air  quality  concerns,  reducing  fire  hazards  and  providing  timber 
products  for  the  local  economy.  In  managing  for  forest  health  it  is  necessary  for 
federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  thinning  programs  are  conducted  for  the  intended 
purpose  of  maintaining  forest  health. 

The  Service  will  need  sufficient  resources  to  support  staffing  levels  needed  to 
properly  respond  to  the  increased  levels  of  consultation  requests  that  could  result 
from  a  major  thinning  program.  Additionally,  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  will 
need  sufficient  time  to  prepare  consultation  requests  that  provide  complete  and 
adequate  information  which  will  allow  the  Service  to  respond  in  a  timely  manner. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  SIDNEY  YATES 

Question:  There  is  a  net  increase  of  $1,638,000  for  habitat  restoration  and  the 
budget  says  that  for  "other  areas"  there  is  a  reduction  of  $700,000  (p.46).  Included  in 
the  "other  areas"  is  the  midwest  Do  you  include  in  your  definition  of  the  midwest 
Illinois  and  Ohio? 

Answer  Yes,  Ohio  and  Illinois  eire  considered  part  of  our  midwest  region. 

Question:  If  so,  why  are  these  areas  of  less  importance? 

Answen  In  general,  the  Service  is  making  a  greater  effort  to  target  funds  to 
priority  ecosystems.  Service  priority-setting  recognized  the  need  for  different  types  of 
ecosystem  goals,  ranging  from  protecting  relatively  pristine  areas  to  the  restoration  of 
highly  degraded  areas,  to  crisis  intervention.  Priority  ecosystems  were  evaluated  on 
four  basic  criteria:  (1)  significant  resources,  (2)  risk  or  threat  to  the  resources,  (3)  ability 
of  the  Service  to  address  the  resource  needs,  and  (4)  opportunities  for  partnerships. 

The  northern  quarter  of  Ohio  is  in  the  Great  Lakes  priority  ecosystem;  most  of  Illinois  is 
in  either  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  and  Tall  Grass  Prairies  priority  ecosystem  or  the 
Great  Lakes  ecosystem.  The  majority  of  Ohio  is  in  the  Ohio  River  Valley  ecosystem 
which  is  receiving  additional  funding.  Although  the  Service  recognizes  the  ecological 
resources  contributed  by  the  Ohio  River  Valley  ecosystem,  the  Service  had  to  make 
some  hard  decisions  regarding  where  to  spend  limited  funds.  The  international 
importance  of  the  Great  Lakes  fisheries,  the  considerable  importance  of  the  waterfowl 
production  areas,  and  the  federal  effort  to  reduce  flooding  intensity  and  restore 
floodplain  functioi\s  along  the  Mississippi  River  were  some  of  the  reasons  for  targeting 
additional  funds  to  these  ecosystems. 

Question:  What  will  this  reduction  mean  to  Illinois  and  Ohio? 

Answen  The  $700,000  reduction  in  funding  will  minimally  affect  Illinois  because 
most  of  the  state  will  receive  increases  in  funding.  The  mid  and  southern  portions  of 
Ohio  may  suffer  slightly  from  a  reduction  in  program  delivery  capability,  however  most 
habitat  restoration  efforts  are  currently  focused  in  northern  Ohio  where  fimds  will  be 
increased. 

Question:  Where,  specifically,  will  you  be  reducing  the  6  FTEs? 

Answen  One  FTE  will  be  reduced  in  each  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  six 
Regions  which  comprise  the  lower  48  states. 
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Question:  Why  would  you  continue  the  Washington  State  Ecosystems  project 
but  take  away  money  from  Illinois  and  Ohio? 

Answer  The  Service  is  making  an  effort  to  target  funds  to  priority  ecosystems 
which  includes  Illinois  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  and  tall  Grass  Prairie  as  well  as 
Washington  State  in  the  Pacific  Coast  and  Columbia  River  Basin. 

Question:  The  budget  reduces  contaminants  funding  by  a  net  of  $669,000 
including  elimination  of  the  off-Service  lands  investigations  which  in  FY  1995  is 
funded  at  $820,000.  This  activity  has  generated  information  which  allowed  the 
Service  to  bring  forth  current  and  timely  information  to  prevent,  identify  and 
remediate  contaminant  threats  to  species  for  which  the  Service  has  responsibility. 
(p.88)  One  of  the  ongoing  investigations  that  will  not  be  funded  in  FY  1996  is  the 
study  of  endocrine  system  disruption  in  mid  continent  fish  and  of  Great  Lakes 
colonial  water  bird  reproduction.  Why  did  you  find  these  studies  important  enough 
to  be  doing? 

Answer:  The  Service  investigates  the  extent  and  magnitude  of  contaminant 
problems  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Funded  studies  have  been  those  with  the 
highest  scores  based  on  national  ranking  criteria.  Studies  focused  on  trust  resource 
issues  proposed  from  our  field  level.  It  is  at  this  level  where  potential  areas  of 
investigation  originate,  based  on  local  needs  and  likely  problems.  In  many  cases, 
previous  ii\formation  generated  by  the  Service  or  others  is  factored  into  decisions  to 
investigate  certain  issues.  This  evidence  is  used  by  our  local  field  offices  to  evaluate  the 
need  for  and  develop  study  proposals. 

Question:  What  have  you  learned  from  your  studies? 

Answer  Our  studies  are  demonstrating  adverse  acute  and  chronic  toxicity  to 
many  organisms  across  the  country.  For  instance,  investigations  on  the  Great  Lakes 
have  documented  a  suite  of  developmental  effects  associated  with  exposure  to  PCBs 
and  dioxin  to  colonial  fish-eating  birds  and  the  Bald  Eagle.  These  investigations  and 
studies  by  others,  have  established  a  trail  of  evidence  identifying  a  number  of 
compounds,  which  cause  or  have  the  potential  to  cause  significant  developmental 
effects,  in  aquatic  invertebrates,  fish,  birds  and  other  wildlife.  However,  environmental 
investigations  of  many  compounds  and  their  effects  is  a  relatively  new  field  of  study. 
Neither  the  extent  to  which  these  contaminants  have  been  spread  in  the  enviromnent 
nor  their  full  effect  on  our  natural  resources  is  understood. 

Questioru  How  are  these  studies  used? 

Answer  Information  that  is  collected  as  a  result  of  our  studies  is  used  in  the 
reviews  of  and  coordination  on,  environmental  documents,  legislation,  regiilations, 
permits  and  licenses.  Technical  assistance  and  information  is  also  provided  to  other 
Federal  agencies  as  well  as  to  state  and  local  agencies  and  the  public.  Emphasis  is 
placed  on  providing  early  planning  and  coordination  and  recommendations  to  avoid 


472 


contaminant  effects  as  much  as  possible.  In  certain  cases,  where  information  has  shown 
reproductive,  developmental  and  other  injuries  to  trust  resources,  we  have  proceeded 
with  co-trustees  to  initiate  Natural  Resource  Damage  Assessments  against  responsible 
parties. 

Question:  What  will  be  lost  if  these  studies  are  not  continued? 

Answer  The  Service  has  decided  to  concentrate  it's  investigations  capabilities 
and  funding  on  on-Refuge  and  priority  ecosystems  contamination.  In  the  future, 
approximately  30  off-Refuge  studies  will  be  lost  each  year.  Fourteen  ongoing  studies, 
funded  in  FY  1995,  will  be  discontinued.  The  information  that  the  Service  has  collected 
from  the  studies  completed  thus  far  will  be  used  in  concert  with  other  ongoing  Service 
activities. 

COOPERATIVE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  FUND 

Question:  One  of  the  major  increases,  $28  million,  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  for  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Fimd.  The  purpose  of  the  increase  is 
to  help  States  plan  and  fund  land  acquisition  projects  that  will  support  habitat 
conservation  plans.  What  problem  does  this  address? 

Answer  This  program  has  been  proposed  to  ease  the  financial  burden  on 
private  land  owners,  local  governments  and  other  groups  who  are  responsible  for  land 
preservation  pursuant  to  a  habitat  conservation  plan,  in  order  to  proceed  with  a 
proposed  development  plan. 

Question:  What  process  will  you  go  through  to  determine  how  money  is 
distributed  to  states? 

Answer  A  process  will  be  established  to  select  the  highest  priority  land 
acquisition  projects  in  support  of  HCP  land  acquisition  proposals  that  are  submitted  by 
the  States.  The  program  will  allocate  funding  based  on  a  75%  Federal  and  25%  State 
cost  share  basis. 

Question:  What  entity  woidd  own  and  manage  the  land  acquired  through  the 
process? 

Answer  These  lands  would  be  owned  by  the  State  or  local  entity  named  in  the 
HCP  who  will  ako  designate  the  manager. 

Question:  How  will  you  ensure  that  the  land  purchased,  in  part  through 
federal  funds,  is  used  for  the  purposes  intended? 

Answer  Land  would  only  be  purchased  if  it  were  part  of  an  approved 
conservation  plan.  This  plan  should  provide  adequate  assurances  for  proper  land 
ownership  and  use. 
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Question:  What  would  happen  if  the  land  were  used  for  other  purposes  at 
some  later  date? 

Answer  Similar  to  other  aspects  of  an  HCP,  if  the  permittee  does  not  adhere  to 
the  conservation  measures  in  the  HCP,  the  "incidental  take"  permit  would  no  longer  be 
valid  and  otherwise  lawful  activities  would  be  subject  to  section  9  prohibitions  and 
penalties. 

Question:    Would  the  Federal  government  have  some  claim  on  it? 

Answer  Since  the  lands  that  would  be  purchased  could  only  be  part  of  an 
approved  conservation  plan,  consideration  of  future  ownership  and  use  of  land  should 
be  established  and  agreed  upon  at  the  time  the  plan  is  finalized. 

Questioiu  What  matching  requirement  will  there  be? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  could  provide  up  to  75%  of  the  fimding 
required  on  approved  projects. 

Question:  As  I  understand  it,  owners  of  less  than  80  acres  would  now  be 
allowed  to  do  what  ever  they  please  on  that  land,  regardless  of  the  implications  to 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  I  am  very  worried  that  these  new  rules  could  open 
the  door  to  a  general  weakening  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  Can  you  tell  us  why 
you  decided  to  allow  this  relaxation  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Answer  The  special  rule,  as  has  been  proposed  for  the  northern  spotted  owl,  is 
not  a  new  process.  Section  4(d)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  states  that  whenever  a 
species  is  listed  as  threatened,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  the  regulations  needed  to 
provide  for  the  conservation  of  the  species.  Many  species  of  fish,  and  fewer  species  of 
reptiles,  birds,  and  mammals,  have  had  4(d)  special  rules  promulgated  to  assist  in  their 
conservation.  In  the  case  of  the  northern  spotted  owl,  the  Secretary  believes  that  the 
4(d)  special  rule  will  provide  for  the  conservation  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  on 
nonfederal  lands  and  relieve  prohibitions  against  take  in  certain  nonfederal  areas  so  that 
timber  harvesting  activities  can  proceed. 

Question:  Will  this  type  of  blanket  exemption  for  small  and  medium  sized 
landowners  be  used  outside  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  in  other  regions  where  species 
are  threatened  and  endangered? 

Answer  The  4(d)  special  rule  may  be  used  for  any  threatened  species  to  provide 
for  the  conservation  of  the  species  and  perhaps,  at  the  same  time,  provide  relief  to 
private  land  owners  from  certain  aspects  of  the  take  prohibition.  Whether  a  4(d)  special 
rule  will  be  used  will  depend  on  the  circumstances  involving  the  species  and  whether 
the  special  rule  will  provide  for  the  conservation  of  the  species. 
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Question:  There  has  been  some  spectilation  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) 
will  be  substantially  weakened  when  it  is  reauthorized  by  Congress.  Some 
enviroiunental  groups  are  worried  that  in  the  meantime  you  will  try  to  beat  Congress 
to  the  piuich  on  this  by  not  fully  enforcing  the  ESA.  Can  I  have  your  assurances  that 
prior  to  any  reauthorization,  you  wUl  enforce  the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible? 

Answer  While  we  have  no  intention  of  weakening  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
we  will  continue  to  use  the  available  flexibilities  in  the  Act  in  our  implementation  of  the 
Act  to  better  tailor  the  needs  of  the  community  and  the  need  to  conserve  listed  species. 
In  policies  issued  on  July  1, 1994,  draft  policies  released  for  public  review  on  December 
21,  1994  and  with  announced  changes  on  March  6,  1995,  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce 
and  the  Interior  outlined  a  program  to  improve  Endangered  Species  Act  activities. 
These  changes  are  especially  aimed  at  improved  compliance  by  Federal  Agencies  and 
reduced  requirements  for  small  landowners. 

HATCHERY  CLOSINGS 

Question:  The  budget  proposed  to  transfer  11  hatcheries  to  the  States  where 
the  hatcheries  are  located.  What  factors  did  you  consider  in  selecting  the  hatcheries 
for  transfer? 

Answer  A  three-step  method  was  used  to  identify  candidates  for  transfer, 
starting  vnth  all  of  the  74  hatcheries  in  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System.  A  different 
set  of  criteria  was  applied  in  each  step,  ultimately  leading  to  a  single  list  of  candidates 
for  transfer. 

STEP  ONE:  All  74  National  Fish  Hatcheries  were  evaluated  against  the  following  three 
criteria:  1)  Does  the  facility  make  an  integral  contribution  to  the  general  stewardship 
of  our  Nation's  fisheries?  2)  Does  the  hatchery  contribute  directly  to  achieving  one 
or  more  of  the  strategies  in  the  Service's  "Action  Plan  for  Fishery  Resources"?  3) 
Does  the  hatchery  provide  a  broad  and  significant  benefit  to  the  public  (e.g.  provide 
broodstock)?  All  74  hatcheries  met  each  of  these  criteria.  They  were  then  evaluated 
against  the  following  five  additional  criteria:  4)  Does  the  hatchery  have  statutorily 
mandated  or  implied  responsibilities  for  mitigating  the  adverse  effects  of  Federal 
water  development  projects?  5)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for 
restoring  interjurisdictional  resources  of  national  significance?  6)  Does  the  facility 
contribute  to  major  programs  for  recovering  species  that  have  been  designated 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  as  endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate  species? 

7)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for  managing  fish  on  Service  lands? 

8)  Does  the  facility  provide  a  broad  support  function  (e.g.  provide  broodstock)  for 
other  hatcheries  engaged  in  restoring  fish  populations  or  mitigating  adverse  effects 
of  water  development. 

STEP  TWO:  Most  of  the  Service's  hatcheries  met  criteria  1-8.  The  ones  that  did  not 
were  then  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  uniqueness  or  outstanding  features,  using  the 
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following  attributes:  1)  An  unusually  large  production  capacity;  2)  An  unusually 
large  supply  of  high-quality  water;  3)  An  unusually  modem  and  technologically- 
advanced  water  treatment  and  deUvery  system;  4)  An  unusually  effective  or 
extensive  public  use  or  public  education  program  (e.g.  handicapped  fishing  areas); 
5)  An  unusually  important  or  strategic  geographic  location;  6)  An  unusually 
important  capacity  to  absorb  any  higher-priority  production  activities  that  might  be 
lost  by  closing  facilities  that  are  primarily,  but  not  exclusively,  involved  in  lower- 
priority  activities;  and  7)  An  unusually  important  relationship  to  the  effective  and 
efficient  operation  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  as  a  whole.  [The  remaining 
eleven  hatcheries  were  then  evaluated  against  two  additional  criteria!. 

STEP  THREE:  The  following  two  criteria  were  used  to  evaluate  the  production  of  the 
hatcheries  that  were  not  found  to  possess  unique  or  outstanding  attributes:  1)  Does 
the  facility  contribute  to  assisting  other  Federal  agencies  (e.g.  Forest  Service, 
National  Park  Service)  meet  their  fisheries  responsibilities  on  or  off  their  lands?  2) 
Does  the  facility  engage  in  production  activities  which  are  integral  to  the  Service's 
meeting  its  trust  responsibilities  to  Indian  Tribes?  [The  eleven  candidates  for 
transfer  were  arrayed  in  terms  of  the  magnitude  of  their  contributions  to  the  lower- 
priority  work  areas  reflected  in  these  two  criteria!. 

Question:  What  response  have  you  had  from  the  States  as  to  whether  there  is 
any  willingness  to  take  the  hatcheries? 

Answer  The  Service  is  in  the  process  of  formally  contacting  the  affected  States 
regarding  their  intention  to  operate  the  11  hatcheries.  The  International  Association  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies  (International)  has  contacted  all  State  Directors  to  determine 
interest  in  assuming  the  operation  of  Service  hatcheries.  Informal  State  responses  to  the 
Service  and  written  correspondence  to  date  to  the  International  concerning  the  transfer 
offer  have  been  mixed.  Three  States  (Mississippi,  North  Dakota,  and  West  Virginia) 
have  expressed  strong  disagreement  with  the  proposal,  stating  emphatically  that  they 
are  not  interested  in  taking  over  operation  of  the  facilities,  and  indicating  that  they  plan 
to  work  with  their  Congressional  delegations  to  deter  any  plans  for  transfer  or  closure 
of  facilities  within  their  State.  Two  States  (New  Mexico  and  Texas)  have  said  that  they 
are  not  interested  in  assuming  ownership  of  Service  facilities  within  their  State.  Two 
States  (Georgia  and  South  Carolina)  have  indicated  that  while  they  would  prefer  that 
the  Service  continue  to  operate  Service  facilities,  they  would,  as  a  last  resort,  consider 
the  transfer  offer,  if  adequate  transitional  funding  was  available.  And  three  States 
(Alabama,  Kentucky,  and  North  CaroHna)  have  made  no  response  to  the  offer.  States 
that  have  more  than  one  Service  facility  located  vdthin  their  boundaries,  and  that  have 
indicated  interest  in  a  transfer,  usually  state  a  preference  for  one  facility  over  another. 
The  State  of  Georgia  has  indicated  that  it  is  interested  in  Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH,  but 
has  not  indicated  any  interest  in  Bo  Ginn  NFH. 
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Question:  What  Federal  responsibilities  would  not  be  met  if  the  transfers  are 
enacted? 

Answen  Fish  production  from  the  eleven  National  Fish  Hatcheries  proposed  for 
transfer  primarily  supports  programs  for  non-migratory  fish  (i.e.,  inland  stocking  of  fish 
for  State  fisheries  programs  and  on  Federal  lands).  However,  many  of  these  hatcheries 
have  multiple  ftmctions  (i.e.,  mitigation,  propagation  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  restoration  and  stocking  tribal  lands).  A  large  portion  of  these  higher  priority 
responsibilities  would  be  assumed  by  other  hatcheries.  Some  high  priority  production, 
sud\  as  striped  bass  for  restoring  critical  fish  stocks  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  along  the 
south  Atlantic,  would  be  reduced  from  previous  levels  of  involvement. 

Question:  Is  any  legislation  necessary  to  transfer  the  hatcheries?  If  so,  where 
in  the  process  is  the  legislation? 

Answer  Initially  the  transfer  will  be  based  on  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  between  the  Service  and  each  affected  State.  Legislation  would  be  necessary  for 
a  fee-title  transfer  of  the  facility  to  the  States.  Individual  arrangements  will  be  made 
once  tentative  agreements  have  been  made  indicating  interest  in  transfer  of  a  facility. 

Question:  Although  in  the  hatchery  program  you  show  a  savings  of  $2.1 
million  from  the  hatchery  transfer,  is  it  not  true  that  other  costs  show  up  in  other 
areas  of  the  budget?  (There  is  $1  million  in  general  administration  for  extraordinary 
costs  associated  with  termination  of  staff.) 

Answer  Within  the  Servicewide  Administrative  Support/General 
Administration  section  of  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget,  $1  million  is  identified  for 
closure  costs  associated  with  the  transfer  of  the  eleven  hatcheries.  These  costs  are 
identified  for  one  year  to  cover  moving  expenses,  severance  pay,  distribution  of  fish 
stocks  on  hand,  and  other  transition  costs.  Under  the  proposed  grant  program,  the 
States  would  receive  3  years  of  transitional  funding  to  operate  the  hatcheries.  In  FY 
1996,  the  first  year  of  the  grant  program,  100  percent  of  operational  costs  would  be 
made  available,  in  FY  1997,  80  percent  would  be  available,  and  in  FY  1998,  40  percent 
would  be  available.  In  FY  1996,  the  States  of  Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mississippi, 
New  Mexico,  North  Carolina,  North  Dakota,  South  Carolina,  Texas,  and  West  Virginia 
will  be  eligible  to  submit  proposals  for  funds  to  cover  three  years  of  operating  costs. 
Administrative  funds  from  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  would  be  used  for  the 
grant  program. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

Question:  Although  the  request  for  refuges  goes  up  slightly,  the  slight 
increase  of  $1,727,000  is  not  even  sufficient  to  cover  pay  cost  increases  and  other 
uncontrollable  expenses  of  $3,631,000.  In  fact  there  is  a  $6,986,000  reduction  for 
refuge  maintenance,  (p.118)  Is  it  your  view  that  refuge  maintenance  is  now 
adequate? 
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Answer.  The  present  level  of  funding  to  address  both  annual  maintenance  and 
major  maintenance  projects  is  not  adequate  to  prevent  the  backlog  list  from  growing 
each  year.  The  documented  backlog  grew  from  $342  in  FY  1993  to  $391  in  FY  1994. 
Industry  standards  suggest  that  1.5-4%  of  the  value  of  capital  investments  should  be 
spent  annually  on  maintenance.  Current  Refuge  maintenance  funding  represents  about 
1.2%  of  the  capital  value  of  equipment  and  facilities.  The  current  level  of  funding  is 
sufficient  to  address  the  pressing  annual  maintenance  needs  and  to  address  health  and 
safety  project  needs  on  the  backlog  list. 

Question:  If  so,  will  refuge  maintenance  still  be  adequate  given  the  nearly  $7 
million  reduction?  What  will  you  not  be  able  to  do  if  the  maintenance  reduction  is 
agreed  to  that  you  are  now  doing? 

Answer  FY  1996  maintenance  funding  will  be  adequate  to  address  health  and 
safety  projects  on  the  backlog  list.  At  the  proposed  level  of  funding,  maintenance 
projects  related  to  habitat  management  and  public  use  programs  will  be  deferred. 

UNDERGROUND  STORAGE  TANKS 

Question:  Your  propose  to  eliminate  the  $1,465,000  that  has  been  provided  to  remove 
underground  storage  tanks,  (p.89)  How  much  work  do  you  have  left,  in  terms  of 
money  and  storage  tanks,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  regulations  of  EPA  and  the 
states? 

Answer  The  Service  began  this  activity  in  FY  1991  with  approximately  1,200 
underground  storage  tanks.  FY  1995  represents  the  fifth  year  of  funding  for  the  activity 
and  during  this  time  the  Service  was  able  to  remove,  remediate  some  contaminated 
soils,  replace,  close  in  place,  or  establish  leak/spill  detection  equipment  for 
approximately  90%  of  the  original  1,200  tanks.  This  fiscal  year,  we  began  with  236 
tanks.  We  are  in  the  process  of  removing  144  tar\ks  throughout  FY  1995.  At  the  end  of 
this  fiscal  year,  the  Service  will  have  89  tanks  left  to  remove;  not  including  any 
underground  storage  tanks  that  may  be  found  on  newly  acquired  lands.  Of  the  89 
known  tanks  that  will  be  left  to  be  brought  into  compliance  by  FY  1996, 16  are  required 
to  be  brought  into  compliance  in  that  year.  The  remaining  73  tanks  need  to  be  brought 
into  compliance  by  the  end  of  FY  1998.  Removal  of  remaining  tanks  will  be  funded 
from  Refuge  or  Hatchery  maintenance  funds,  as  appropriate. 

Based  on  historical  data  for  removal  or  replacement  costs,  the  Service  should  be  able  to 
remove  the  remaining  known  tanks  in  FY  1996-1998  for  a  little  less  than  $1  million. 
Also,  site  remediation  required  by  Service  policy  and  State  regulations.  For  these 
remediation  costs,  funding  may  be  requested  in  the  future  from  Emergency 
Construction  funds  or  from  the  Department's  Hazardous  Materials  Fund,  as 
appropriate. 

Question:  What  construction  money  can  be  used  for  this  purpose? 
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Answer  For  remediation  of  fuel  spills  and  contamination  that  presents  a  hazard 
to  human  health  and  safety  the  Service  can  use  the  Emergency  Construction  Fvmd. 

Question:  Have  you  proposed  that  in  your  budget? 

Answer  Funding  is  not  requested  in  1996  for  the  Emergency  Coiistruction  Fund. 
Funding  from  completed  construction  projects  is  transferred  into  this  emergency  fund. 

Question:  Since  you  are  reducing  refuge  maintenance,  how  will  you  have  any 
spare  money  available  to  remove  undergroimd  storage  tanks? 

Answer  Although  the  Service  proposes  to  reduce  refuge  maintenance  funding, 
the  Service  plans  on  making  funds  available  within  hatchery  and  refuge  maintenance 
for  removal  of  underground  storage  tanks. 

RECREATIONAL  HSHERIES  INITIATIVE 

Question:  There  is  an  increase  of  $4,000,000  for  recreational  fisheries 
stewardship.  (p.201)  —Why  do  you  think  this  is  such  a  high  priority? 

Answer  The  Service's  recreatior\al  fisheries  initiative  is  a  high  priority  because 
of  the  importance  that  recreational  fishes  have  in  America — biologically,  socially  and 
economically.  For  example,  recreational  fisheries  provide  more  than  1  out  of  5 
Americans  with  opportunities  for  fellowship,  relaxation,  and  appreciation  of  the  natioral 
environment.  Anglers  spend  more  than  $24  billion  annually  in  pursuit  of  this  pastime 
that  in  turn  provides  employment  for  1.3  million  Americans  and  generates  $69  bUlion  in 
economic  output 

Participation  in  recreational  angling  could  increase  by  as  much  as  40  percent  over  the 
next  35  years,  provided  sufficient  fishery  resources  are  available  and  accessible.  This 
potential  biological,  social  and  economic  growth  will  be  realized  only  if  we  reverse 
declining  trends  in  the  abundance  of  recreationally-important  fish  stocks.  Despite 
current  efforts  by  State  and  Federal  governments  and  by  angling  and  conservation 
orgar\izations,  many  historically-important  fisheries  continue  to  decline. 

The  key  to  restoring  declining  stocks  and  sustaining  productive  recreational  fisheries 
lies  in  accomplishing  three  things  that  form  the  backbone  of  the  Service's  recreational 
fisheries  initiative.  First,  we  must  make  a  concerted  effort  to  restore  degraded  fishery 
habitat,  so  it  can  again  be  used  to  produce  and  sustain  a  diverse  assemblage  of 
recreationally-important  fishes.  Second,  we  must  manage  our  wild  stocks  more 
effectively  and  protect  them  from  encroachment  by  non-native  and  non-indigenous 
species  and  from  disease  and  over  harvest.  Lastly,  we  must  build  stronger  partnerships 
with  recreational  anglers,  thereby  helping  foster  respect  and  support  for  management 
actions  necessary  to  protect  and  sustain  recreationally-important  spedes. 
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The  Service's  recreational  fisheries  iiiitiative  will  use  an  "on-the-ground"  approach  that 
emphasizes  tangible  and  identifiable  actions  that  directly  restore  fishery  habitat,  protect 
wild  stocks,  and  promote  public  awareness  and  support.  On-the-ground  activities  will 
consist  of  projects  undertaken  jointly  with  States,  Tribes,  conservation  and  angling 
groups,  and  private  landowners.  Federal  funds  will  be  leveraged  by  requiring  non- 
Federal  matches  and  in-kind  contributions. 

Question:  How  will  you  go  about  selecting  the  projects  to  receive  money 
through  this  program? 

Answer  The  initiative  will  focus  on  significant  recreational  fisheries  in  high 
priority  geographic  areas,  where  success  can  be  measured  by  improved  recreational  fish 
populations,  improved  physical  habitat,  and  increased  public  participation  and  use. 
Project  proposals  will  be  evaluated  against  the  following  criteria: 

a.  Has  high  visibility. 

b.  Project  will  not  otherwise  be  implemented  in  FY  1996  (i.e.,  initiative  funding  is 
NOT  to  replace  base  fvmding  for  regularly  scheduled  activities). 

c.  Work  will  be  conducted  in  P^  1996. 

d.  Overhead /adnunistrative  support  costs  do  not  exceed  20%  of  the  total  project 
cost 

e         Fish  or  anglers  will  benefit  within  one  year. 

Each  proposal  meeting  the  selection  criteria  will  be  ranked  using  the  following 
additional  criteria: 

a.  Involves  "on  the  ground"  fish  habitat  restoration,  fish  population  management  or 
protection  of  biological  or  genetic  integrity  of  wild  stocks- 

b.  Is  a  component  of  an  existing  plan  (ecosystem/restoration/management). 

c         Includes  non-Federal  partners.  (Target:  40%  cost  sharing,  with  no  more  than  10% 

in-kind  services.) 
d.        Achieves  measurable  objectives  and  outputs. 
&         Has  high  recreational  fisheries  value. 
i          Focuses  on  native  fish  species. 

g.         Has  been  coordinated  locally  among  State  and  Federal  resource  agencies, 
h.         Contains  public  outreach/education  component 
L         Is  divisible  into  smaller  units  (i.e.,  project  could  be  implemented  in  stages 

commensurate  with  funding  allocation). 

Question:  To  what  extent  will  your  National  Wildlife  Refuges  share  in  the 
program? 

Answer  Approximately  $275,000  will  be  directed  toward  projects  on  National 
Wildlife  Refuges  to  enhance  the  quality  of  recreational  fishery  resources  and  increase 
fishing  opportunities.  Currentiy  255  National  Wildlife  Refuges  are  open  to  recreational 
fishing  and  an  estimated  6  million  people  visit  National  Wildlife  Refuges  specifically  to 
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fish.  National  Wildlife  Refuges  provide  many  opportunities  to  restore  aquatic  habitat 
values  and  enhance  recreational  fishing  opportunities. 

Question:  Will  there  be  any  cost  sharing  in  the  projects  you  select? 

Answen  Yes.  Contributions  by  cooperators,  including  States,  Tribes, 
conservation  and  angling  groups,  and  private  land  owners  will  be  an  important 
criterion  in  selecting  projects.  This  will  make  it  possible  to  fund  more  projects  and 
achieve  a  higher  level  of  commitment  by  stakeholders.  Where  private  lands  are 
involved,  long-term  voluntary  restoration  agreements  will  be  secured  Vkdth  emphasis  on 
those  of  25  years  or  longer.  Funding  for  private  lands  will  be  leveraged  with  an  average 
cost  share  goal  of  40%  to  be  derived  from  non-Service  funds. 

Question:  In  view  of  the  permanent  appropriation,  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Accoxuit,  through  which  more  than  $200  million  is  available,  why  do  you  think  there 
is  a  need  for  a  regular  appropriation  for  recreational  fisheries? 

Answen  Although  States  are  conducting  numerous  important  projects  vmder  the 
Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  to  benefit  recreational  anglers,  there  are  certain 
recreational  fisheries  that  State  programs  tend  not  to  address.  The  Recreational 
Fisheries  Initiative  will  fill  some  of  those  gaps  and  complement  State  sport  fish 
programs. 

State  funds  needed  to  match  funds  from  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  are  derived 
to  a  large  extent  from  license  fees  paid  by  resident  anglers.  Consequently,  projects  that 
offer  immediate  benefits  to  resident  anglers,  such  as  boating  access  and  stocking  non- 
migratory  fish,  often  are  assigned  high  priority.  In  addition.  States  generally  place  a 
lower  priority  on  sport  fish  restoration  activities  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  do  not 
manage  fishery  resources  on  Tribal  Lands,  and  place  a  lower  priority  on 
interjurisdictional  fisheries  that  are  often  more  difficult  to  manage  because  they 
typically  involve  multiple  jurisdictions  and  species  that  require  complex  management 
approaches. 

Under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  the  Service  will  focus  on  recreational  fishery 
resources  where  there  is  a  dear  Federal  interest,  especially  those  resources  that  are:  not 
easily  managed  by  individual  States;  migratory  and  interjurisdictional  in  nature;  located 
on  National  Wildlife  Refuges;  Tribal  lands;  and  declining  recreational  fish  species  that 
are,  or  could  be,  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  initiative  will  support 
projects  with  long-term  benefits  that  emphasize  self-sustaining  wild  stocks.  For 
example,  on-the-ground  improvements  to  critical  fish  habitats,  the  cornerstone  of  the 
iiutiative,  may  not  increase  numbers  of  fish  caught  in  the  first  year,  but  once  realized, 
the  benefits  of  this  one-time  investment  will  continue  for  many  years.  Similarly,  the 
genetic  character  of  wild  recreational  species  must  be  determined  and  monitored  to 
assure  their  genetic  integrity  is  not  being  affected  by  management  actions  such  as 
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stocking.  Over  time,  such  consequences  could  lead  to  unhealthy  populations  or 
reduction  of  native  species  to  the  f)oint  where  listing  under  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act 
is  necessary. 

REFUGE  ENTRANCE  FEES 

Question:  According  to  the  table  on  p.  103,  the  refuge  system  spends  more  to 
collect  fees  than  it  receives  to  offset  the  costs  of  coUectioiu  What  problems  does  this 
cause  for  refuges? 

Answer  Funds  and  staff  must  be  diverted  from  other  programs  and/or  other 
refuges  in  order  to  address  the  shortfall  in  administrative  costs  attributable  to  fee 
collection. 

Question:  What  would  it  take  to  correct  this  situation? 

Answer.  Options  to  offset  collection  costs  include  increases  in  entrance  and  user 
fees,  and  amendments  to  the  law  which  currently  precludes  retuming  more  than  30%  of 
the  fee  revenues  to  the  collecting  refuge  and/or  appropriation  of  additional  funds  to 
cover  collection  costs. 

Question:  While  you  are  proposing  to  reduce  refuge  maintenance  by 
$7,000,000,  you  are  increasing  general  admiiustration  by  $7,418,000  (p.  205).  Included 
in  this  is  three  additional  people.  Why  can't  you  make  reductions  in  general 
administration  similar  to  the  reductions  you  are  proposing  in  hatchery  maintenance? 

Answer  Reductions  are  proposed  in  hatchery  maintenance  commensurate  with 
the  reduction  in  maintenance  requirements  related  to  the  proposed  transfer  of  11 
National  Fish  Hatcheries  and  deferral  of  lower  priority  maintenance  projects.  At  the 
proposed  fimding  level  the  Service  will  be  able  to  address  highest  priority  hatchery 
maintenance  projects  including  health  and  safety  projects.  Thus,  this  reduction  will  not 
imp)ede  the  Service's  ability  to  meet  its  primary  responsibilities  for  the  conservation  and 
protection  of  fish  and  wildiife. 

A  comparable  reduction  is  not  possible  in  the  General  Administration  activity  without 
significant  impacts  to  ongoing  Service  programs  for  the  protection  and  conservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife.  The  General  Administration  activity  funds: 

•  Policy  and  operational  guidance  in  the  day-to-day  operation  of  the  Service.  These 
offices  provide  administrative  support  to  the  field  in  the  execution  of  Service  programs, 
including  for  example  contracting,  finance,  personnel,  etc.  Without  these  support 
services,  field  stations  would  not  be  able  to  deliver  their  programs. 

•  International  programs  that  protect  and  conserve  international  wildlife  species.  In 
concert  with  the  other  128  nations,  the  United  States  is  a  member  to  the  Convention  on 
Intenuitioiial  Trade  in  Endangered  Spedes  (CITES).  A  reduction  in  this  program  would 
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hamper  the  Service's  ability  to  provide  protection  of  CITES  listed  species  and  would  not 
be  able  to  address  the  accelerating  workload  in  permitting  to  facilitate  the  import  and 
export  of  CITES  listed  species. 

•  Training  and  Education  programs.  With  the  start  up  of  the  Training  Center  in  1996,  it 
is  essential  that  the  Service  have  sufficient  funding  for  operation  of  the  Center  and  for 
course  development.  Reductions  in  this  program  would  preclude  the  Service  from 
opening  the  Training  Center. 

•  Centralized,  fixed,  costs  for  space,  telephones,  employee  counseling,  workers' 
compensation,  unemployment  compensation  and  other  mandatory  costs  that  are  paid 
on  a  Servicewide  basis.  Reductions  are  not  feasible  in  this  activity  as  these  are 
mandatory  costs  for  which  the  Service  will  be  billed. 

Questions  What  savings,  if  any,  can  you  point  to  that  you  have  made  in  the 
general  administration  area? 

Answer  Since  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  the  Service  was  able  to  reduce  funding  for 
general  administration  by  $1.5  million  through  streamlining  processes  and  functions. 
The  Service  reduced  funding  requirements  for  space  by  $1,007,000  in  FY  1995  and 
implemented  improvements  in  the  procurement  process  that  resulted  in  a  reduction  of 
$620,000. 

A  reduction  of  $674,000  is  proposed  in  FY  1996  as  a  result  of  streamlining  financial  and 
data  management  processes. 

Question:  Why  did  the  Resoiirce  Management  appropriation  lapse  almost  $4 
million  in  FY  1994? 

Answer  The  Resource  Management  appropriation  lapsed  $3,990,000  out  of  a 
total,  adjusted  appropriation  of  $494,283,000.  The  lapsed  amount  is  equal  to  only  0.8% 
of  the  appropriation.  The  lapsed  amount  is  made  up  of  a  large  number  of  small 
balances  spread  across  the  Service's  eight  regions  (including  Headquarters)  and 
hundreds  of  field  locations.  The  Service  normally  lapses  less  than  1%  of  its 
appropriation  each  fiscal  year.  Over  the  past  four  years,  for  example,  the  Resource 
Management  lapse  rates  ranged  between  0.4%  and  0.8%. 

Question:  I  want  to  commend  the  Service  for  its  wisdom  and  good  judgment 
with  the  FY  96  budget  request  for  the  Chicago  Wetlands  Office.  I  am  pleased  that  the 
Service  recognizes  the  tremendous  work  done  by  Ben  Tuggle  and  his  small  staff  in 
the  Chicago  Wetlands  Office.  I  urge  you  to  continue  this  level  of  support  for  the 
Chicago  Wetlands  Office.  Please  provide  a  list  of  recent  accomplishments  of  the 
Chicago  Wetlands  Office  as  well  as  a  list  of  what  you  hope  to  accomplish  in  FY  96. 

Answer  As  a  fully  functional  Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  the  Chicago  Field 
Office  serves  the  six  northeastern  counties  of  the  Chicago  metro  area,  incorporating  a 
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variety  of  management,  technical  assistance  and  public  outreach  activities  to  protect 
and  restore  aquatic  and  terrestrial  habitat  systenxs  unique  to  northeastern  Illinois. 

RECENT  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

•Served  as  the  lead  Field  Office  for  programmatic  section  7  consultation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  the  promulgation  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Guidance  (GLI)  to  establish  uniform  control  of  pollution  discharge  throughout 
the  Great  Lakes  Basin. 

•Played  a  pivotal  role  in  the  conversion  of  the  Joliet  Arsenal  to  the  proposed  Midevran 
National  Tallgrass  Prairie,  including  current  development  of  habitat  management, 
environmental  education  and  public  outreach  strategies  for  the  22,000  acre  site. 
Partners  include  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation,  and 
the  Conservation  Fund. 

•Initiated  and  completed  an  extensive  natural  resources  inventory  of  the  Chicago  River 
watershed  as  part  of  the  Chicago  River  Demonstration  Project. 

•Participated  in  the  successful  implementation  of  the  Urban  Resources  Partnership  v^dth 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  encourage  sustainable  and  enjoyable  natural 
environment  in  urban  and  suburban  communities.  A  25-acre  wetland  in  Lake  County  is 
currently  being  restored  under  this  program. 

•Provided  over  200  schools  and  conservation  programs  v«th  information  and  materials, 
increasing  environmental  awareness  of  school  children  and  adults.  Program  partners 
include  the  Chicago  School  District,  Illinois  State  Board  of  Education,  Chicago  Academy 
of  Sciences  and  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation. 

•Signed  the  Technical  Coordination  Agreement  on  Mitigation  Banking  for  Northeastern 
Illinois  between  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  EPA,  and  the  Service. 

•Served  as  a  primary  partner  in  the  Chicago  Region  Biodiversity  Partnership  to  support 
the  long-term  protection,  restoration  and  management  of  biological  integrity  while 
fostering  a  greater  appreciation  of  the  natural  heritage  of  the  Region. 

•Assisted  in  the  expeditious  review  of  Section  404  applications  by  providing  input  to 
the  Corps  on  proposed  Mitigation  Guidelines,  application  checklist,  and  interagency 
mitigation  banking  agreement,  and  fostered  communication  between  agencies  and  the 
regulated  community  through  meetings  with  the  Home  Builders  Association  of  Greater 
Chicago. 

•Represented  the  Service  on  the  Water  Resources  and  Land  Use  Priorities  Task  Force 
for  the  State  of  Illinois.   The  purpose  of  the  task  force  was  to  provide  a  forum  for 
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constituencies  to  discuss  divisive  water  and  land  use  issues  with  representatives  of  state 
government,  seek  resolution  with  the  assistance  of  technical  expertise,  and  recommend 
a  positive  course  of  action. 

•Through  Interagency  Agreement,  provided  the  services  of  a  fish  and  wildlife  biologist 
to  the  EPA's  Wetiands  Regulatory  Unit  to  address  compliance,  enforcement,  and  permit 
review  issues  imder  Section  404  Of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  streamlining  Agreement 
eliminates  duplication,  promotes  efficient  interaction  with  liie  Corps,  and  maximizes 
efficient  utilization  of  EPA  and  Service  resources. 

•As  part  of  a  joint,  multi-year  project  in  cooperation  with  the  Nature  Conservancy  and 
Morton  Arboretum,  coordinated  and  provided  technical  assistance  in  extensive  hand- 
pollination  and  seed  dispersal  activities  to  establish  new  populations  and  enhance 
existing  populations  of  the  threatened  eastern  prairie  fringed  orchid  {Platanthera 
leucophaea)  in  Illinois  and  parts  of  Wisconsin. 

■Developed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  McHenry  County  Conservation  District 
(MCCD)  to  promote  a  regional  habitat  restoration  program  in  the  county.  Over  400 
acres  of  wetlands  is  involved  in  restoration  on  their  largest  preserve  (1,000  acres  total), 
including  the  re-meandering  of  a  channelized  stream. 

PROPOSED  FY  96  INITIATIVES 

Activities  targeted  for  FY  96  include  the  following: 

•Development  of  a  comprehensive  habitat  plan  in  cooperation  with  the  Forest  Service 
and  the  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation  for  the  proposed  Midewin  National 
Tallgrass  Prairie  at  the  Joliet  Arsenal,  including  completion  of  a  tile  survey  of  proposed 
conservation  areas,  provision  of  technical  assistance  in  development  of  prairie,  wetland, 
and  riparian  restorations,  development  of  environmental  education  and  outreach 
strategies,  and  stationing  of  a  staff  person  at  the  site. 

•Continuation  of  a  cooperative  education  and  student  recruitment  initiative  currently 
under  development  by  this  Office  and  the  Chicago  District,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  including  funding  of  an  internship  position, 

•Implement  a  cooperative  staffing  agreement  with  the  Chicago  District  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  promote  cross-training  and  efficiency  of  the  Section  404  regulatory 
program  in  the  Chicago  area. 

•Expand  public  outreach  activities,  including  producing  educational  materials  and 
exhibit  posters  on  environmental  issues  and  endangered  spedes,  participation  in  the 
production  of  a  wetlands  video  for  urban  landscapes,  conducting  teacher  workshops, 
hiring  of  temporary  sununer  help  (possibly  Stay-in-School  candidate),  and  continued 
development  of  an  environmental  restoration  project  for  the  southside  of  Chicago  to 
support  environmental  justice  issues. 
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•As  the  lead  office  for  the  Federally  endangered  Hines  Emerald  Dragonfly,  coordinate 
the  completion  of  the  recovery  plan  in  compliance  with  statutory  requirements  within 
2.5  years. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  The  request  includes  $600,000  for  land  acquisition  at  Key  Cave 
NWR,  AL.  A  similar  request  was  made  in  FY  1995  but  was  dropped  in  conference 
because  of  some  local  opposition.  Have  the  local  concerns  about  acquisition  of  this 
property  been  eliminated  or  mitigated  in  some  way? 

Answer  Since  the  public  review  of  the  Service's  draft  proposal  in  FY  1994,  the 
Service  has  continued  efforts  to  meet  with  the  landowners  and  explain  the  proposal  and 
its  effect  on  their  lands.  Further  meetings  with  these  landowners  to  inform  them  and 
alleviate  their  concerns  will  be  held. 

Question:  Please  describe  what  has  happened  to  improve  the  situation. 

Answer  A  meeting  of  Service  and  State  of  Alabama  personnel  is  planned  in 
April  1995  in  order  to  tailor  the  conditions  of  the  proposed  conservation  easements  to 
the  needs  and  concerns  of  the  landowners. 

Question:  Is  the  plan  to  acquire  conservation  easements  or  will  it  be  fee 
acquisition? 

Answer  The  core  of  the  refuge  proposal  is  acquisition  in  fee  title  of  1,040  acres 
owned  by  The  Conservation  Fund,  a  willing  seller.  The  $600,000  requested  is  for  the  fee 
title  acquisition  of  these  lands  where  there  appears  to  be  no  opposition.  The  funding 
requested  is  not  for  any  other  proposed  fee  title  lands  nor  is  it  for  the  proposed  800 
acres  of  conservation  easements. 

Question:  The  nxunber  one  priority  for  acquisition  is  the  Kona  Forest  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  in  Hawaii  for  which  $7,700,000  is  requested,  (p.  298)  What  will  be 
protected  through  this  piu-chase? 

Answer  The  $7,700,000  requested  for  acquisition  of  lands  for  the  proposed  Kona 
Forest  National  Wildlife  Refuge  will  protect  approximately  5,300  acres  of  native  forest 
habitat  essential  for  the  recovery  of  the  endangered  'alala,  and  the  Hawaiian  crow.  The 
last  remaining  population  of  the  'alala  is  located  within  the  project  boundary.  These 
lands  also  provide  habitat  for  several  other  native  wildlife  species,  including 
endangered  and  candidate  birds  and  plants. 
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Question:  Can  this  project  be  phased  or  must  it  be  done  as  one  purchase? 

Answer  The  entire  Kona  Forest  Refuge  project  area  totals  approximately  90,000 
acres.  The  priority  lands  for  protection  are  those  of  the  Kai  Malino  Ranch,  which  is  the 
5,300  acres  for  $7,700,000.  The  Service  has  a  letter  of  intent  with  The  Nature 
Conservancy  to  purchase  this  parcel.  Completion  of  the  overall  Kona  Forest  Refuge 
project  will  be  phased  over  a  number  of  years  with  other  purchases  and  agreements. 
The  purchase  of  the  Kai  Malino  Ranch  must  be  conducted  as  a  single  acquisition  under 
current  agreements. 

Question:  There  is  a  proposal  to  acquire  perpetual  easements  on  land  in 
Western  Montana  in  cooperation  with  the  Blackfeet  and  Flathead  Indians,  (p.  313) 
Does  this  proposal  involve  establishing  a  new  refuge  that  would  be  managed  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  The  Western  Montana  project  includes  acquisition  of  conservation 
easements  in  the  Blackfoot  Valley,  around  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 
within  the  Blackfoot  Reservation.  Easements  will  be  scattered,  non-contiguous  parcels. 
These  easements  will  become  part  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  and  v^  be 
managed  as  part  of  the  Ninepipe  NWR. 

Question:  If  so,  what  would  it  cost  to  operate  this  refuge? 

Answer  The  cost  of  operating  and  managing  conservation  easements  is 
relatively  small.  Management  primarily  involves  annual  inspections  to  assure  that  the 
landowner  has  not  violated  easement  interests  acquired  by  the  Service. 

Question:   If  not,  who  would  maintain  the  perpetxial  easement? 

Answer  The  Service  would  maintain  and  enforce  all  easements. 

Question:  Yesterday  this  Subcommittee  approved  a  rescission  of  $14.4  million 
in  your  construction  accoimt  and  $7.3  million  from  yoiu*  land  acquisition  accoimt  If 
enacted,  will  these  rescissions  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  Service's  long  term 
plans  to  protect  important  ecological  areas? 

Answen  A  total  of  20  projects  were  identified  in  the  proposed  rescission  of 
construction  funding.  Of  the  20  projects,  seven  are  complete.  However,  rescinding 
funds  from  the  remaining  construction  projects  will  result  in  the  deferring  or  canceling 
the  completion  of  these  ongoing  projects. 

The  rescission  of  $7.3  million  from  the  land  acquisition  account  at  the  projects  listed  in 
the  proposed  rescission  bill  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  the  acres  acquired  in  FY  1995 
by  about  5,000  acres.  The  rescission  would  defer  acquisition  at  several  projects  and  the 
Service  may  never  be  able  to  acquire  the  property.  However,  the  major  effect  of  the 
rescission  would  be  the  requirement  to  breakoff  on-going  negotiations  with  landowners 
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and  renege  on  land  purchase  offers,  which  may  prevent  the  Service  from  acquiring 
these  lands  and  possibly  other  important  lands  in  the  future. 

Additionally,  the  rescission  proposes  reductions  in  excess  of  current  available  balances 
on  some  projects. 

APPROPRIATIONS  LANGUAGE  REQUESTED  CHANGE 

Question:  Please  give  the  Committee  some  specific  examples  of  how  having 
no-year  money  for  refuge  and  hatchery  maintenance  would  have  helped  you  in  the 
past 

Answer  In  FY  1994,  a  rehabilitation  project  to  replace  a  water  treatment  system 
at  the  Gavins  Point  National  Fish  Hatchery,  SD,  was  postponed,  because  the  project  had 
been  set  aside  for  bidding  by  small  business  and  bids  were  only  received  from  larger 
firms.  It  was  too  late  in  the  fiscal  year  to  re-advertise  the  project  and  funds  identified 
for  this  project  were  applied  toward  other  minor  cyclical  maintenance  and  equipment 
needs  of  the  Region.  The  rehabilitation  project  is  currently  being  addressed  during  FY 
1995,  creating  a  year  long  delay.  If  no  year  funding  had  been  available,  the  project 
would  have  been  contracted  in  FY  1994  and  completed  in  FY  1995. 

As  a  second  example,  a  visitor  contact  station  at  Crab  Orchard  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  IL,  was  not  replaced  in  FY  1991  as  planned  because  the  Service  was  not  able  to 
complete  negotiations  with  an  8A  contractor  within  the  time  available  between 
knowing  funding  would  be  available.  Although  the  funding  was  instead  used  for 
needed  equipment  replacement,  time  spent  in  negotiations  was  not  productive,  and  the 
highest  priority  need  went  unfulfilled.  An  agreement  with  the  contractor  could  have 
been  reached  if  no-year  funding  had  been  available.  Appropriation  of  "no  year  money" 
for  major  maintenance  projects  would  improve  efficiencies  in  planning  and  project 
implementation  and  would  allow  managers  to  focus  limited  resources  on  the  most 
critical  projects  in  a  cost  effective  manner. 

Question:  To  what  extent  and  how  have  you  worked  with  the  Re-Use 
Committee  in  conjimction  with  developing  a  plan  for  the  Harry  Diamond  Laboratory 
which  was  transferred  to  the  Service  last  year? 

Answer  The  Service  has  worked  extensively  with  the  Woodbridge  Re-Use 
Committee  since  its  inception.  In  October  1993,  the  Service  held  the  first  meetings  with 
a  group  of  County,  Army  and  commuiuty  representatives.  Formally  established  as  the 
Woodbridge  Re-Use  Committee  on  February  1,  1994,  the  group  has  since  evolved  into 
the  current  Woodbridge  Refuge  Committee  (WRC),  comprised  of  the  Woodbridge 
Economic  Development  Group  (WEDG);  the  Friends  of  Woodbridge  Refuge  (FOWR); 
and  others  including  local,  state  and  federal  agencies  and  division  representatives. 

Service  Biologist  Deborah  Melvin  and /or  Project  Leader  Frederick  Milton  from  Mason 
Neck  NWR  have  participated  in  all  weekly  meetings  of  the  Committee  since  its  formal 
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establishment.  Service  planning  team  members  held  a  preliminary  scoping  session 
January  20,  1995  to  hear  concerns  and  solicit  ideas  from  a  large  turnout  of  community 
members,  WEDG  and  FOWR  representatives,  county  economic  planners,  and 
educators.  The  Service  wall  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  WRC  to  generate  interest 
in  the  proposed  renovation  and  use  of  the  Woodbridge  facilities  as  an  environmental 
center. 

The  Service,  in  conjunction  with  the  Army  and  National  Wildlife  Federal,  is 
participating  in  the  planned  Earthday  event  on  April  22-24, 1995  at  the  Woodbridge 
facility. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  THE 
HONORABLE  NORMAN  D.  DICKS 

Question:  Director  Beattie,  when  Secretary  Babbitt  appeared  before  our 
Subcommittee  last  week,  I  thanked  him  for  the  Department  of  Interior's  efforts  in 
moving  forward  with  the  promulgation  of  a  4  (D)  Rule,  and  since  your  agency,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (F&WS)  has  lead  responsibility  in  this  endeavor,  I  want  to 
extend  to  you  personally  my  appreciation  for  your  leadership  in  ensuring  that  this 
stays  on  track.  Would  you  say  that  the  4(d)  rule  is  an  example  of  how  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  can  be  made  to  work  in  its  current  form? 

Answer  The  Endangered  Species  Act  in  its  current  form  provides  a  great  amount 
of  flexibility  to  achieve  both  conservation  of  listed  species  and  resolution  of  real  or 
perceived  conflicts  with  land  use  activities  on  private  lands  and  on  federal  lands.  This 
inherent  flexibility  of  the  Act  allows  successful  resolutions  of  issues  in  the  vast  majority 
of  situations,  but  typically  these  situations  never  reach  the  public  eye.  This  4(d)  rule  and 
many  of  the  other  4(d)  rules  promulgated  in  the  past  two  decades  are  just  a  few 
examples  of  the  flexibility  of  the  Act  and  the  fact  that  the  Act  is  working. 

Questioiu  I  understand  that  the  proposed  draft  of  the  4(D)  rule  would  exempt 
small  private  landowners  from  Spotted  Owl  restrictions  who  own  80  acres  or  less, 
which  I  believe  is  one  of  the  most  positive  elements  of  the  proposal.  What  other  tools 
are  available  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  help  small  landowners  in  the 
Northwest  Region  get  ahead  of  the  ciu^e  with  other  species  such  as  the  marbled 
murrelet? 

Answer  The  proposed  4(d)  rule  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  17, 
1995  does  not  change  current  Section  9  prohibitions  for  the  marbled  mixrrelet  or  other 
federally  listed  species  besides  the  northern  spotted  owl.  Under  existing  Section  9 
prohibitions,  there  are  several  tools  available  to  small  landowners  to  deal  with  the 
marbled  murrelet  and  other  federally  listed  species.  The  development  of  Habitat 
Conservation  Plans  are  immediately  available  to  help  landowners  plan  land  use 
activities  while  identifying  opportunities  for  conservation  of  listed  species. 
Additionally,  various  State  agencies  also  can  assist  landowners  in  identifying  and 
resolving  possible  conflicts  between  traditional  land  use  activities  and  the  maintenance 
of  stable  ecosystems  needed  for  conservation  of  listed  species. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  timetable  for  development  and  completion  of  the 
4(d)  rule? 

Answer  The  proposed  rule  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  17, 
1995.  A  draft  EIS  on  this  proposed  rule  will  be  completed  in  the  next  few  months  and  a 
public  comment  period  will  follow.  The  public  comment  period  for  the  proposed  rule 
will  be  extended  to  dose  concurrently  with  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS, 
which  should  occur  sometime  this  sumn\er.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  final  4(d)  rule  may  be 
completed  in  the  fall  of  1995. 
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Question:  Do  you  have  sufficient  resources  identified  in  your  FY  1996  budget 
submission  to  ensure  successful  implementation  of  the  4(d)  rule? 

Answen  Funding  provided  in  the  FY  1996  Budget  is  sufficient  to  meet  the  highest 
priority  Service  activities  related  to  the  Forest  Plan.  The  Budget  includes  program 
increases  in  the  Recovery  program  element  for  increased  Service  efforts  in  watershed 
analysis,  recovery  planning,  interagency  coordination,  involvement  in  the  planning 
process  of  the  Adaptive  Management  Area  Plans,  assistance  on  Forest  Service  and 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Late-successional  reserve  assessments,  and  project-level 
planning,  Province-Level  plans,  and  monitoring  activities. 

Question:  I  am  also  pleased  that  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  is  accelerating  it's 
outreach  to  private  companies  through  the  encouragement  of  Habitat  Conservation 
Plans  (HCPs).  I  am  particularly  pleased  that  things  are  beginning  to  accelerate 
towards  the  next  phase,  which  is  multi-species  ecosystems-oriented  Habitat 
Conservation  Plans.  A  good  example  of  this  is  the  HCP  recently  developed  by  the 
Miuray-Pacific  timber  company.  Do  you  share  my  view  that  multi-species  Habitat 
Conservation  Plans  (HCPs)  are  more  practical,  and  actually  provide  more 
"preventative  medicine"  for  species  protection,  than  single  species  planning? 

Answen  Yes,  multi-species  HCPs  are  an  effective  way  to  establish  broad-based 
conservation  programs  that  result  in  numerous  benefits  for  all  concerned.  Such  HCPs: 
(1)  provide  long-term  planning  assurances  to  the  permittee  and  the  government;  (2) 
bring  large  areas  and  a  broad  range  of  activities  under  the  permit's  legal  protection;  (3) 
reduce  the  economic  burdens  of  the  conservation  program  on  landowners  by 
distributing  their  impacts;  (4)  maximize  options  and  flexibility  in  developing  mitigation 
programs;  (5)  reduce  uncoordinated  decision  making,  which  often  results  in 
incremental  habitat  losses  and  duplicative  project  review;  (6)  provide  a  means  of 
protecting  candidate  species  and  even  to  preclude  their  listing;  and  (7)  in  general, 
reduce  the  regulatory  burden  of  ESA  compliance  for  all  participants.  Though  single- 
landowner  HCPs  will  always  be  necessary  (e.g.,  to  meet  the  needs  of  landowners  who 
are  outside  regional  planning  efforts),  large-scale  multi-species  HCPs  dearly  hold  great 
promise  for  resolving  endangered  species  issues  on  private  lands. 

Question:  Will  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  at  some  point  develop  guidelines 
that  can  help  assist  companies  who  may  want  to  step  down  the  path  towards 
developing  a  multi-species  HCP,  but  need  preliminary  assistance  and  direction? 

Answen  The  Service  is  currently  developing  a  new  policy  handbook  for  the 
section  10  HCP  program.  Our  objectives  in  developing  the  handbook  were  to  establish 
clear  standards  for  the  section  10  program  and  to  streamline  permit  application 
processing  requirements.  Although  intended  primarily  for  Service  use,  the  handbook 
will  be  a  valuable  guide  for  state  agencies,  other  resource  professionals,  and  HCP 
applicants.  The  draft  handbook  was  made  available  for  public  review  last  December 
and  will  be  finalized  soon  after  the  public  comment  period  closes  on  April  7,  1995. 
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However,  the  Service  recognizes  the  need  for  informational  sources  designed  more 
specifically  for  section  10  applicants.  Upon  completion  of  the  Service  handbook,  we 
will  consider  developing  similar  materials  for  small  landowners  and  for  applicants  (e.g., 
local  governments  or  corporations)  interested  in  developing  broad-based,  multi-species 
HCPs. 

DUNGENESS  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question:  I  have  previoiisly  discussed  with  you  my  concerns  about  the  refuge 
manager  at  the  Dungeness  National  Wildlife  Refuge  going  overboard  in  carrying  out 
your  new  refuge  maiugement  policies  and  allowing  qq  access  to  the  Spit  for  citizens, 
particularly  the  elderly,  who  wish  to  go  out  and  visit  the  Lighthoxise  out  there.  Bear 
in  mind  that  the  elderly  need  the  boat  access,  because  they  are  xinable  to  endure  a 
long  dbtance  walk  to  reach  the  lighthouse  and  this  becomes  a  health  and  safety 
problem  for  them.  What  is  the  current  situation  with  regard  to  allowing  some 
accessibility  for  the  public  by  boat  to  Dungeness  Spit? 

Answer  Limited  boat  access  to  Dungeness  Spit  is  occurring  now,  primarily  by 
commercial  kayak  tours.  Access  to  the  Lighthouse,  at  the  far  end  of  the  spit,  is 
primarily  by  foot  or  by  vehicle  (used  by  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  and  their 
cooperator,  the  Lighthouse  Society).  Impacts  of  these  uses  and  other  public  use  is 
cvu-rently  under  review  as  part  of  the  Public  Use  Planning  process  for  Dungeness 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  WA. 

Question:  Will  you  continue  to  work  with  the  public  and  the  Coast  Guard  to 
find  ways  to  meet  the  goals  of  protecting  the  Refuge's  integrity  but  also  ensuring  that 
public  access  to  Dungeness  is  also  treated  as  compatible? 

Answer  The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  preparing  a  Public  Use  Plan  and 
Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Public  Use  of  Dungeness  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
This  plan  and  public  involvement  process  is  intended  to  assure  that  all  authorized  uses 
of  Dungeness  National  Wildlife  Refuge  are  compatible  with  the  purpose  for  which  the 
refuge  was  established.  Dungeness  National  Wildlife  Refuge  was  established  by 
Executive  Order  2123  on  January  20, 1915  as  a  "refuge,  reserve  and  breeding  ground  for 
native  birds."  Initial  public  scoping  meetings  occurred  in  the  sununer  of  1994.  A  draft 
Plan  and  Environmental  Assessment  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  April  1995.  A 
public  review  and  open  house  discussions  of  this  draft  plan  will  occur  following  the 
release  of  the  draft  document. 

PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION/TIMBER  SALES 
CONSULTATION 

Question:  During  two  appearances  before  this  Subcommittee  this  year. 
Secretary  Babbitt  has  publicly  acknowledged  that  one  of  the  real  failures  of  the 
President's  Forest  Plan  is  the  failure  of  the  Administration  to  get  adequate  timber 
sales  voliune  out  the  door  anywhere  near  the  numbers  promised  under  the  Forest 
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Plan.  I  would  like  to  clarify  and  explore  with  you  the  role  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  helping  to  achieve  this  objective.  On  the  one  hand  we  were  told 
that  as  part  of  the  Interagency  review  of  the  Forest  Plan,  your  agency  had  consulted 
on  and  given  approval  to  the  whole  Plan  prior  to  it  being  finalized.  However,  on  the 
other  hand  I  hear  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  interjects  itself  for  sale-by-sale 
consultation  for  timber  offered  through  the  plan.  What  is  your  agency's  current  role 
with  regard  to  assisting  in  implementing  the  timber  volume  targets  of  the  President's 
Forest  Plan? 

Answer  The  carefully  crafted  balance  in  the  Plan  allows  for  a  sustainable 
harvest  as  well  as  environmental  protection.  The  Secretary  has  committed  to  increasing 
the  volume  available  from  Option  9.  The  Secretary  has  already  directed  the  BLM  to 
accelerate  Option  9  sales  and  strive  for  the  Potential  Sale  Quantity  as  a  planning  target. 
The  Department  believes  it  can  expedite  Option  9  sales  without  setting  aside  the 
existing  land  management  framework.  Option  9  itself  does  not  give  an  implicit 
biological  clearance  to  timber  sales,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  required  to 
conduct  consultations  on  specific  timber  harvest  plans,  restoration  projects,  etc.  Over 
the  long  term,  the  work  done  under  the  Forest  Plan  will  map  out  areas  where  there  are 
potential  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  implications  allowing  consultations  and 
ongoing  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  analysis  to  be  factored  in  to  timber  sales 
planning  schedules. 

The  Service  did  complete  a  biological  opinion  on  the  adoption  of  the  President's  Forest 
Plan.  It  was  not  possible,  however,  to  issue  an  incidental  take  statement  at  that  time 
because  of  the  generalized  nature  of  the  Forest  Plan.  It  was  agreed  upon  by  all  agencies 
that  consultation  would  occur  on  specific  timber  harvest  plans,  restoration  projects,  etc. 
The  intent,  though,  is  to  involve  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  at  the  earliest  opportunity 
in  the  planning  stages  in  order  to  avoid  conflicts  with  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  Record 
of  Decision.  Also,  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  "batching" 
projects  as  much  as  possible  to  expedite  the  process.  Although  the  Service  had 
encouraged  as  comprehensive  an  analysis  as  possible,  not  all  of  the  more  specific 
impacts  of  the  Plan  could  be  evaluated  and  addressed  in  the  Plan  consultation  as  stated 
in  the  biological  opinion.  For  this  reason,  subsequent  consultations  related  to  the  Forest 
Plan  will  be  needed  to  authorize  incidental  take  associated  with  those  more  specific 
impacts.  It  is  the  Service's  belief  and  intent,  however,  to  efficiently  complete  these 
consultatior«,  tiering  off  of  the  Plan  consultation  on  many  issues.  To  assist  in  the 
process,  an  interagency  section  7  guidance  document  was  developed  and  signed  in  the 
Fall  of  1994.  The  Service  is  also  involved  in  early  planning  efforts  including 
participation  in  watershed  analysis  and  dose  coordination  in  the  consultation  process  to 
expedite  implementation  of  the  Plan.  The  Service  has  consistently  recommended 
against  a  sale-by-sale  approach  due  to  its  inherent  inefficiencies.  We  are  continuing  to 
work  closely  with  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  develop  a 
programmatic  or  batch  approach  to  completing  the  necessary  consultation  process  in  an 
expedited  fashion. 
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Question:  According  to  your  budget  justification,  it  is  estimated  that  in  FY 
1994  and  FY  1995,  the  Service  participated  in  over  200  projects  per  year,  relating  to 
Forest  Plan  consultation.  What  has  been  your  average  tiimaroimd  time  on  reviewing 
and  consulting  on  projects? 

Answer  When  adequate  biological  assessments  have  been  provided  to  the 
Service  by  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  consultation 
timeframes  have  averaged  less  than  90  days.  Often,  informal  consultations  are 
completed  within  30-60  days.  Formal  consultation  typically  takes  longer  than  informal 
consultation,  depending  on  the  scope  of  the  action  and  the  level  of  impacts  to  listed 
species.  With  early,  upfront  participation  in  the  planning  and  assessment-development 
phase,  consultations  have  been  completed  in  a  very  short  timeframe.  An  example  is  the 
watershed  restoration  projects  in  1994  where  consultation  on  over  1,500  projects, 
batched  into  several  packages  (both  informal  and  formal),  were  completed  between  5 
and  45  days.  A  key  to  facilitating  consultations  are  complete  biological  assessments. 
The  Service  is  working  with  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
ensure  complete  assessments  are  submitted  for  consultation. 

Question:  What  are  youi  thoughts  on  how  to  more  expeditiously  move  the 
process  forward  so  that  we  can  have  a  greater  likelihood  of  achieving  the  numbers 
promised  in  the  plan? 

Answer  Gridlock  over  the  management  of  public  lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
created  an  uncertain  future  for  the  people  of  the  region.  It  was  a  problem  the 
Administration  inherited,  and  one  that  we  made  a  priority  to  solve  with  the  President's 
Forest  Plan.  In  the  true  spirit  of  reinventing  government,  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  model  of 
inter-agency  cooperation  and  coordination  with  seven  different  Federal  agencies 
working  together,  sharing  information,  and  making  joint  decisions.  We  are  also 
working  closely  in  partnership  with  State  and  local  government,  Indian  tribes, 
businesses,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals. 

Early  involvement  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  planning  process  and  the 
identification  of  key  issues  has  helped  in  moving  through  the  consultation  process  as 
quickly  as  possible.  It  has  also  helped  eliminate  the  need  to  consult  in  many  instances. 
Participation  in  the  watershed  analysis  process  has  assisted  in  expediting  the 
consultation  process  by  identifying  those  key  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  prior  to 
development  of  actual  projects.  The  Service  is  continuing  to  meet  with  the  various 
Forest  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  District  personnel  to  increase  understanding  of 
the  consultation  process  and  assist  in  development  of  appropriate  biological  assessment 
documents.  All  of  these  efforts  are  assisting  in  making  the  implementation  of  the  Forest 
Plan  proceed  more  quickly  and  smoothly. 
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FOREST  PLAN  MONITORING,  EVALUATION,  IMPLEMENTATION  -  - 

Question:  I  understand  that  you  are  requesting  $17.2  million  overall  in  FY 
1996  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan,  including  $13.2  million  to 
address  species  listing,  consultation,  and  recovery.  Can  you  estimate  a  distribution 
scenario  as  to  what  percentage  of  these  resources  will  be  used  in  Washington  State? 

Answer  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  one  third  of  this  funding  would  be 
used  in  Washington  State. 

Questioru  It  is  my  understanding  that  one  of  the  key  roles  for  the  Service  in 
assisting  with  the  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  is  in  "monitoring 
and  evaluation"  activities,  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  requirements  set  forth  by 
Judge  Dwyer.  Specifically,  what  types  of  monitoring  and  evaluation  work  is  your 
staff  engaged  in  relative  to  the  Forest  Plan? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  in  its  review  activities  (watershed 
analysis  and  late-successional  reserve  reviews),  is  assisting  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  the  Forest  Service  with  compliance  monitoring  as  outlined  in  Section 
E  of  the  Record  of  Decision  and  Standards  and  Guides  (ROD).  The  Research  and 
Monitoring  Committee  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  detailed  Implementation 
Monitoring  Plan  as  required  by  the  ROD.  Monitoring  plans  developed  in  accordance 
with  the  guidance  presented  in  the  ROD  will  form  the  basis  for  monitoring  that  will  be 
completed  by  the  implementing  agencies. 

Question:  Is  "Reinventing  Government"  and  rapid  downsizing  of  staff  causing 
you  any  problems  in  the  field  with  monitoring,  or  do  you  feel  that  your  FTE's  are 
adequate  for  the  near  term  to  meet  your  monitoring  requirements? 

Answer  There  are  pressing  programmatic  needs  in  the  Service  which  have 
recently  emerged  requiring  operational  funds.  Examples  of  these  include:  Proposal  of  a 
4(d)  rule  for  relief  of  prohibitions  against  incidental  take  of  the  northern  spotted  owl; 
Service  participation  in  the  development  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  east  of  the  Cascade 
Mountains;  and  the  Administration's  proposal  to  salvage  burned  and  diseased  trees 
plus  the  evolving  legislation  related  to  salvage  timber.  These  factors,  not  the 
streamlining  measures  associated  with  the  Reinventing  Government,  are  contributing  to 
additional  funding  and  FTE  needs.  The  proposed  increase  in  the  1996  budget  will  allow 
us  to  undertake  the  highest  priority  activities  related  to  these  issues. 

SUPPORT  FOR  FOREST  SERVICE  WATERSHED  ACTIVITIES 

Question:  One  of  the  areas  that  is  cited  by  the  Forest  Service  as  slowing  up  its 
ability  to  offer  timber  sales  more  quickly,  is  watershed  analysis.  I  understand  that 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  coordinates  with  the  Forest  Service  on  this  matter,  and 
in  fact  I  am  informed  that  you  estimate  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will 
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participate  in  42  watershed  analyses  in  FY  1995  related  to  Forest  plan 
implementation.  Can  you  comment  further  on  your  agency's  role  with  regard  to 
coordinating  with  the  Forest  Service  on  watershed  analysis,  and  do  you  have  any 
views  on  how  feasible  it  is  for  watershed  analysis  to  be  more  expeditiously  carried 
out  without  sacrificing  the  quality  of  the  data  and  results. 

Answer  Over  the  long  term,  the  work  done  under  the  Forest  Plan  such  as 
watershed  analysis,  will  map  out  areas  where  there  are  potential  Endangered  Species 
Act  (ESA)  implications.  Since  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  involved  every  step  of  the 
way,  ESA  consultations  and  ongoing  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  analysis  can  be 
factored  in  to  timber  sales  planning  schedules.  We  have  already  made  great  progress  in 
watershed  analysis. 

Each  watershed  analysis  varies  in  the  level  of  detail  and  the  level  of  precision  given  to 
specific  issues.  Ideally,  the  role  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  Watershed  Analysis 
would  be  to  participate  as  full  team  members  with  the  Forest  Service,  and  other  Federal 
agencies  in  priority  watersheds  with  critical  Service  issues,  such  as  non-Federal  lands. 
To  date,  staffing  limitations  have  resulted  in  varying  degrees  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  participation  in  watershed  analysis.  In  cases  where  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  been  unable  to  provide  the  level  of  input  requested  by  the  Forest  Service,  watershed 
analysis  is  not  delayed  but  proceeds  to  meet  the  due  dates  set  by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  Service  has  been  a  full  participant  on  some  watershed  analysis.  In  other  areas,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  provided  input  to  the  formulation  of  the  issues  and  key 
questions  which  drive  the  analysis;  worked  with  U.S.  Forest  Service  personnel  in 
addressing  Service  issues  and  key  questions;  assisted  in  answering  key  questions, 
especially  as  they  relate  to  threatened  and  endangered  species;  and  provided  comments 
on  draft  documents.  Our  minimum  level  of  participating  has  been  to  provide  review 
and  comments  on  draft  documents.  The  Service  is  also  involved  with  prioritizing  which 
watersheds  are  chosen  for  analysis. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  an  important  role  in  watershed  analysis  on  non- 
federal lands.  The  Service  encourages  agencies  to  address  non-Federal  lands  within 
Federal  watershed  analyses.  Participation  could  also  include  leading  watershed  analysis 
on  non-federal  lands.  However,  presently  we  do  not  have  sufficient  staff  for  such 
extensive  involvement.  Thorough  participation  in  watershed  analysis  in  those 
watersheds  having  extensive  non-federal  land  is  especially  important  where  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  anticipates  funding  Jobs-in-the-Woods  projects. 

Analysis  will  become  more  efficient  as  all  agencies  become  more  familiar  with  the 
watershed  analysis  concept  and  methodologies.  Watershed  analyses  could  be 
expedited  if  the  basic  GIS  layers  are  available  prior  to  beginning  the  analysis. 
Additional  staff  for  the  Forest  Service,  BLM,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would 
also  expedite  the  process. 
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Question:  A  concern  that  surfaced  last  year  with  regard  to  efforts  by  the  Forest 
Service  in  carrying  out  its  watershed  restoration  program  on  its  lands  were  protocol 
restrictions  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  Marbled  Murrelets.  The  Forest 
Service  has  complained  that  your  agency  was  providing  an  excessively  tight  window 
to  do  watershed  work.  Has  this  problem  been  worked  out? 

Answer  The  misperceptions  relating  to  delays  in  doing  watershed  restoration 
have  been  resolved.  In  an  August  1, 1994  meeting,  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  concvured  with  the  Service  that  after  looking  more  closely  at  the 
situation,  the  section  7  consultation  process  had  not  caused  delay  in  implementation  of 
restoration  projects.  Early  participation  by  the  Service  in  the  action  agencies'  planning 
process  resillted  in  a  majority  of  projects  that  avoided  and  minimized  adverse  affects  to 
listed  species,  including  the  Marbled  Murrelet.  Over  1,500  watershed  restoration 
projects  received  necessary  section  7  clearance  in  1994,  with  consultation  completion 
times  ranging  from  5-45  days.  The  Service  met  with  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  at  the  beginning  of  this  year  to  facilitate  consultation  and 
implementation  of  restoration  work  for  FY  1995.  For  projects  that  have  to  be  completed 
during  the  nesting  season  (e.g.,  brush  release,  instream  work,  longer-term  employment), 
the  Service  has  granted  incidental  take  of  murrelets  to  facilitate  project  implementation. 

nSH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  WATERSHED  PROGRAM  -  - 

Question:  How  are  you  currently  using  the  $3.5  million  in  "Jobs-in-the- 
Woods"  monies  that  were  provided  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  FY  1995. 

Answen  The  FY  1995  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funding  has  been  allocated  as  follows: 
$1.25  million  to  Washington;  $1.25  million  to  Oregon;  $500,000  to  California;  and 
$500,000  to  be  competed  for  by  the  three  states.  In  Washington  state,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  providing  funding  to  complete  projects  in  watersheds  where  projects 
were  fvmded  the  previous  year.  Additional  projects  will  be  funded  in  priority 
watersheds. 

Although  these  projects  are  presently  being  scoped  out,  the  Service  anticipates 
developing  projects  in  several  of  the  following  watersheds  in  the  State  of  Washington: 
Soleduck  River,  Dungeness  River,  Canyon  Creek,  Stillaguamish  River,  Nooksack  River, 
Methow  River,  Entiat  River,  Chewuch  River,  Mission  Creek,  Nason  Creek,  Cispus 
River,  Wind  River,  White  Salmon  River  and  Lewis  River. 

In  Oregon  the  Service  anticipates  developing  projects  in  several  of  the  following 
watersheds:  Kilchis,  Wilson,  Trask,  Tillamook,  Miami,  Nehalem,  Salmonberry, 
Nestucca,  Umpqua,  Rogue,  Coquelle,  Smith,  Deschutes,  Klamath,  and  Williamette 
Rivers. 

In  California,  the  Service  anticipates  undertaking  watershed  restoration  projects  in 
several  of  the  following  watersheds:  Grindstone  Creek,  Eel  River,  Trinity  River, 
Klamath  River,  Upper  Sacramento  River,  Shasta  River,  and  Redwood  Creek. 
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The  Service  is  presently  working  with  labor  and  economic  developn\ent  organizations 
and  agencies  that  have  watershed  restoration  funds  to  develop  a  mechanism  for 
"batching"  multiple  agencies'  projects  in  jointly  selected  watersheds.  This  will  ensure 
longer  term  employment  for  crews  of  workers  from  timber  dependent  communities.  It 
will  also  ensure  efficient  use  of  federal  and  state  restoration  funds  and  maximize  the 
effectiveness  of  watershed  restoration  in  any  given  watershed.  In  Washington,  for 
example,  the  Service,  in  cooperation  with  the  Washington  Community  Economic 
Revitalization  Team  and  the  Private  Industry  Councils,  will  work  in  1995  and  1996  to 
develop  pilot  projects  in  each  National  Forest  area  to  batch  projects  with  other  federal 
and  state  agencies  (U.S.  Forest  Service,  BIA,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
(formerly  SCS)  and  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources).  In  Oregon  the 
Service  expects  to  work  in  cooperation  with  the  Oregon  Community  Economic 
Revitalization  Team,  Strategic  Watershed  Improvement  Coalition,  Governor's 
Watershed  Enhancement  Board,  several  local  watershed  health  councils,  the  Oregon 
Wildlife  Heritage  Foundation,  numerous  state  resource  agencies  and  private  industry. 
Likewise,  throughout  California  efforts  will  be  coordinated  with  local  groups  such  as 
the  Klamath  River  Task  Force,  Trinity  River  Restoration  Task  Force,  and  the  Klamath 
Forest  Alliance. 

The  majority  of  the  monies  will  be  spent  in  large-scale  programmatic  efforts  including 
planning,  implementation,  and  monitoring  in  selected  watersheds.  Most  efforts  will  be 
concentrated  in  areas  where  complementary  federal  processes  are  ongoing  and  produce 
tangible  results.  Some  small  scale  projects  are  also  anticipated.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  funds  will  be  used  to  leverage  state,  local,  and  private  funds  which  should 
further  stimulate  the  economies  in  timber  dependent  coinmunities. 

Question:  How  do  you  plan  to  apply  the  $4  million  requested  for  FY  1996? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  developing  criteria  for  the 
allocation  of  FY  96  funds.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  $4  million  requested  v^ll 
be  applied  in  a  similar  proportion  as  in  FY  95.  During  FY  95,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  be  selecting  priority  watersheds  for  restoration  with  the  Forest  Service  and 
other  agencies,  tribes,  and  other  partners.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be 
following  the  "Interagency  Restoration  Strategy  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  and  Beyond"  in  the 
selection  of  projects  and  will  be  participating  in  watershed  analysis  in  these  watersheds. 

Question:  I  know  that  in  FY  1994,  the  Service  directed  $800,000  to  the  Olympic 
Peniitsula  for  watershed  restoration  activities,  including  work  on  the  Skokomish,  Big 
Quilcene,  Quillayute,  and  Hoh  River  basins,  for  projects  such  as:  wetland  restoration, 
road  obliteration  and  stabilization,  aquatic  ambient  monitoring,  estuarine  habitat 
restoration,  culvert  removal,  and  trail  erosion  control.  How  does  the  agency  go  about 
determining  its  priorities  for  applying  watershed  fimds  to  on-the-ground  projects? 

Answer:  Projects  are  developed  following  the  "Interagency  Watershed 
Restoration  Strategy  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  and  Beyond".  Proposed  projects  must  have  a 
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clearly  documented  link  to  a  watershed  analysis.  Most  projects  are  developed  as  a 
result  of  a  watershed  analysis  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  Alternative 
analyses  by  other  entities  are  acceptable  if  they  meet  the  intent  of  federal  watershed 
analysis  procedures.  Projects  must  address  the  cause  of  problems  for  which  restoration 
is  needed,  not  only  the  symptom.  Projects  are  prioritized  based  on  benefits  to 
anadromous  fish,  listed  and  candidate  species  and  other  species  of  concern;  potential  for 
partnerships;  feasibility;  number  of  displaced  workers  potentially  hired;  and  benefits  to 
resources  important  to  treaty  tribes. 

Question:  Are  you  paying  workers  "family  wages"  who  participated  in  your 
"Jobs-in-the-Woods"  program? 

AnsweR  The  Service  will  be  paying  family  wages  ranging  from  $10  to  $14  per 
hour.  Family  wage  rates  were  determined  in  consultation  with  local  employment 
security  offices  eind  the  various  Community  Economic  Revitalization  Teams  (CERTs). 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  TOM  BEVILL 

TRANSFER  OF  HATCHERIES  TO  STATES 

Question:  In  the  FY  1996  budget,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  proposed 
to  tiim  11  fish  hatcheries  over  to  the  states,  including  the  carbon  hill  fish  hatchery  in 
my  home  county. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  carbon  hill  facility  is  providing  a  valuable  function  at  the 
federal  level  through  its  regional  work  with  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  and  several  states. 

Currently,  carbon  hill  is  growing  more  than  1  million  fish  a  year  for  Alabama, 
Louisiana,  Tennessee,  Georgia  and  Mississippi.  Several  of  the  fish  species  being 
raised  at  carbon  hill  are  considered  threatened  species  such  as  the  striped  bass  and 
the  paddlefish. 

The  facility  has  a  very  modest  budget  of  approximately  $200,000  a  year,  yet  it  turns 
out  an  enormous  product  with  only  three  full-time  workers.  Have  you  discussed 
with  the  State  of  Alabama  its  ability  to  take  over  the  Carbon  Hill  Fish  Hatchery? 

Answer  The  Regional  Director  for  the  Southeast  Region  is  in  the  process  of 
formally  contacting  each  State  Director  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  proposed 
transfer/  closure. 

Question:  If  the  State  of  Alabama  declines  to  take  over  Carbon  Hill,  will  the 
fish  hatchery  be  closed?  If  this  occurs,  who  will  do  this  work  which  is  obviously 
critical  to  at  least  five  southern  States?  Would  this  work  be  transferred  to  another 
Federal  hatchery?  If  so,  which  one? 

Answer  The  Service  will  close  those  hatcheries  that  are  not  transferred.  In  the 
case  of  Carbon  Hill,  if  the  State  of  Alabama  does  not  elect  to  receive  the  hatchery  by 
transfer,  the  Service  would  initiate  procedures  for  the  disposal  of  the  property.  As 
much  as  possible  of  the  higher  priority  production  currently  undertaken  at  Carbon  Hill 
(i.e.,  restoration  and  mitigation),  would  be  transferred  to  other  National  Fish  Hatcheries. 
At  this  time  no  decision  has  been  made  as  to  which  hatcheries  would  assume  those 
activities. 

Question:  Please  list  other  fish  hatcheries  in  the  southeast  which  serve  less  of 
a  Regional  function  than  Carbon  HilL 

Answer  Seven  hatcheries  within  the  Southeast  Region  have  been  identified  for 
transfer.  Production  from  these  hatcheries  primarily  supports  programs  for  non- 
migratory  fish  (i.e.,  inland  stocking  of  fish  for  State  fisheries  programs  and  on  Federal 
lands).   The  remaining  11  hatcheries  in  the  Southeast  Region  are  involved  in  higher 
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priority  restoration  and  mitigation  activities  (i.e.,  restoring  striped  bass  populations  in 
the  south  Atiantic  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  propagation  of  threatened  and  endangered 
fishes,  nutigating  the  impacts  of  Federal  water  development  projects) . 

Question:  What  criteria  was  used  to  select  the  11  hatcheries  proposed  for 
transfer  to  the  States? 

Answer  A  three-step  method  was  used  to  identify  candidates  for  transfer, 
starting  with  all  of  the  74  hatcheries  in  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System.  A  different 
set  of  criteria  was  applied  in  each  step,  ultimately  leading  to  a  single  list  of  candidates 
for  transfer. 

STEP  ONE:  All  74  National  Fish  Hatcheries  were  evaluated  against  the  following  three 
criteria:  1)  Does  the  facility  make  an  integral  contribution  to  the  general  stewardship 
of  our  Nation's  fisheries?  2)  Does  the  hatchery  contribute  directiy  to  achieving  one 
or  more  of  the  strategies  in  the  Service's  "Action  Flan  for  Fishery  Resources"?  3) 
Does  the  hatchery  provide  a  broad  and  significant  benefit  to  the  public  (e.g.  provide 
broodstock)?  All  74  hatcheries  met  each  of  these  criteria.  They  were  then  evaluated 
against  the  following  five  additional  criteria:  4)  Does  the  hatchery  have  statutorily 
mandated  or  implied  responsibilities  for  mitigating  the  adverse  effects  of  Federal 
water  development  projects?  5)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for 
restoring  interjurisdictional  resources  of  national  significance?  6)  Does  the  facility 
contribute  to  major  programs  for  recovering  species  that  have  been  designated 
imder  the  Endangered  Species  Act  as  endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate  spedes? 

7)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for  managing  fish  on  Service  lands? 

8)  Does  the  facility  provide  a  broad  support  function  (e.g.  provide  broodstock)  for 
other  hatcheries  engaged  in  restoring  fish  populations  or  mitigating  adverse  effects 
of  water  development. 

STEP  TWO:  Most  of  the  Service's  hatcheries  met  criteria  1-8.  The  ones  that  did  not 
were  then  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  uniqueness  or  outstanding  features,  using  the 
following  attributes:  1)  An  unusually  large  production  capacity;  2)  An  unusually 
large  supply  of  high-quality  water;  3)  An  unusually  modem  and  technologically- 
advanced  water  treatment  and  delivery  system;  4)  An  unusually  effective  or 
extensive  public  use  or  public  education  program  (e.g.  handicapped  fishing  areas); 
5)  An  unusually  important  or  strategic  geographic  location;  6)  An  unusually 
important  capacity  to  absorb  any  higher-priority  production  activities  that  might  be 
lost  by  dosing  facilities  that  are  primarily,  but  not  exclusively,  involved  in  lower- 
priority  activities;  and  7)  An  unusually  important  relationship  to  the  effective  and 
effident  operation  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  as  a  whole.  [The  remaining 
eleven  hatcheries  were  then  evaluated  against  two  additional  criteria). 

STEP  THREE:  The  following  two  criteria  were  used  to  evaluate  the  production  of  the 
hatcheries  that  were  not  found  to  possess  uiuque  or  outstanding  attributes:  1)  Does 
the  facility  contribute  to  assisting  other  Federal  agencies  (e.g.  Forest  Service, 
National  Park  Service)  meet  their  fisheries  responsibilities  on  or  off  their  lands?  2) 
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Does  the  facility  engage  in  production  activities  which  are  integral  to  the  Service's 
meeting  its  trust  responsibilities  to  Indian  Tribes?  [The  eleven  candidates  for 
transfer  were  arrayed  in  terms  of  the  magnitude  of  their  contributions  to  the  lower- 
priority  work  areas  reflected  in  these  two  criteria]. 

Question:  Under  the  proposed  grant  program,  what  percentage  of  the  funding 
would  the  States  be  expected  to  pick  up  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  program? 

Answer  Under  the  proposed  grant  program,  the  States  would  receive  3  years  of 
transitional  funding  to  operate  the  eleven  hatcheries  identified  for  transfer.  In  FY  1996, 
the  first  year  of  the  grant  program,  100  percent  of  operational  costs  would  be  made 
available,  in  FY  1997,  80  percent  would  be  available,  and  in  FY  1998,  40  percent  would 
be  available.  The  States  of  Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  New  Mexico, 
North  Carolina,  North  Dakota,  South  Carolina,  Texas,  and  West  Virginia  would  be 
eligible  to  submit  proposals  for  funds  to  cover  three  years  of  operating  costs. 
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Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  I  call  the  meeting  to  order  for  the  Sub- 
committee on  Interior  Appropriations. 

We're  happy  to  welcome  you,  Mr.  Frampton,  Mary  Ann  Lawler. 
Mary  Ann,  oh,  she's  back  here,  yes.  Dr.  Pulliam,  Dr.  Hester — okay, 
who's  going  to  testify,  you  or  all  of  you? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  George  is  going  to  begin. 

Mr.  Regula.  OK.  Well,  any  statements  you  have  will  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record  in  full,  and  we  appreciate  your  summarization 
of  your  testimony  and  then  we'll  have  some  questions. 

Opening  Statements 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Before  Dr.  Pulliam  makes  his  opening  statement,  I  thought,  with 
your  permission,  I'd  just  say  a  couple  of  words  about  what  I  think 
is  perhaps  the  issue  looming  over  this  hearing,  which  is  whether 
the  National  Biological  Service  is  going  to  be  able  to  retain  its  in- 
stitutional integrity  and  remain  an  integrated  science  bureau  or  be 
fragmented  and  split  up  and  very  important  functions  be  either 
eliminated  or  distributed  back  to  a  number  of  other  agencies  and 
bureaus. 

I  think  after  18  months  this  agency  is  really  working,  and  I 
think  that  having  an  integrated  biological  science  bureau  at  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  has  enabled  us  to  do  some  things  that 
really  we  were  not  doing,  and  perhaps  would  not  have  been  able 
to  do,  through  the  separate  science  divisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service,  the  Park  Service,  the  BLM,  and  others,  and  that  those 
are  things  that  are  going  to  be  lost  if  this  agency  is  dismantled. 

First,  we've  been  able  to  separate  research  from  the  regulatory 
agencies,  and  so  far  I  don't  think  any  of  us  have  run  into  anybody 
who  disagrees  that  that  is  a  real  benefit  of  the  NBS. 
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Second,  I  think  we've  been  able  to  build  up  the  co-op  units,  the 
cooperative  programs,  which  are  partnerships  between  the  States, 
State  university,  and  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies.  And,  in  fact, 
we've  requested  some  additional  money  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  two 
new  co-op  units.  I  think  there  are  56  units  in  40  States  and  we've 
got  6  or  7  States  that  would  like  to  have  new  co-op  units.  They're 
popular.  They're  also  very  important  for  training  State  fish  and 
wildlife  researchers  and  managers. 

Third,  we've  been  able  to  create,  beyond  the  co-op  units,  some 
very  important  new  types  of  partnerships  with  States  between  our 
biological  research  program  and  State  agencies.  So  far  in  the  last 
18  months,  we  have,  I  believe,  five  pilot  partnerships  with  States: 
California,  Maryland,  Illinois,  North  Carolina,  and  Arizona. 

Fourth,  I  think  that  the  NBS  has  allowed  the  research  program 
at  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  reach  out  in  other  ways  that 
individual  research  units  were  not  doing  before.  Our  agreement 
with  the  museum  community  is  an  example.  Another  example  is 
the  work  NBS  is  now  undertaking  with  the  Western  Governors  As- 
sociation  

Mr.  Regula.  What  do  you  mean  by  museum  community?  Are  you 
talking  about  museums  across  the  country? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Natural  history  museums,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Throughout  the  many  States? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Throughout  the  States.  One  of  the  things  that  is 
a  very  high  priority  for  any  kind  of  biological  survey  is  not  so  much 
to  go  out  and  gather  new  data,  but  to  have  partnerships  with  peo- 
ple who  already  have  existing  biological  data.  The  natural  history 
museum  community  is  a  tremendously  important  source  of  infor- 
mation, collections,  research.  In  some  cases  these  museums  are  be- 
ginning to  computerize  their  data,  but  in  the  past  there  has  never 
been  any  kind  of  coordinated  effort  to  share  and  pool  this  informa- 
tion. It's  to  do  things  like  that  that  the  National  Biological  Service 
was  created. 

Mr.  Regula.  Does  that  include  the  Smithsonian? 

Mr.  Frampton.  It  includes  the  Smithsonian,  which  was  an  early 
partner  in  this  efibrt. 

Finally,  I  think,  as  Dr.  PuUiam  will  discuss  at  some  more  length, 
creating  NBS  has  allowed  us  to  do  a  lot  more  proactive  research 
and  to  try  to  anticipate  problems  and  anticipate  resource  conflicts 
before  they  occur.  So  I  think  that  there  are  very  important  things 
that  NBS  has  enabled  us  to  do  that  simply  could  not,  and  would 
not  have  been  done  through  individual  regulatory  and  land  man- 
agement agencies.  Those  things  would  be  lost  if  the  agency  is  split 
up. 

I  have  not  in  my  discussions  and  meetings  over  the  last  three  or 
four  months  yet  heard  a  single,  credible  public  policy  argument  for 
splitting  this  agency  up.  If  NBS  is  dismantled,  the  science  is  going 
to  get  hurt;  the  programs  that  we  manage  are  going  to  get  hurt; 
people  are  going  to  get  hurt,  and  the  taxpayers  are  going  to  get 
hurt.  So  we  are  very  eager  to  do  everything  we  can  to  demonstrate 
to  members  of  this  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee  and  all 
the  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  that  we  have  here 
something  that's  working  and  something  that  ought  to  continue  as 
a  robust  and  vibrant,  integrated  science  agency. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  testimonies  of  Mr.  Frampton  and  Dr.  PulUam,  as 
well  as  witness  biographies,  follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  0B0R6B  T.  FRMIPTON,  JR.   ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

FISH  AKD  WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS,  BEFORE  THE  BOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 


Mar<^h  23,  1995 

Chairmem  Regula,  I  am  pleased  to  come  before  the  Subconanlttee 
today  to  present  a  brief  summary  of  the  National  Biological 
Service's  (NBS)  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request  to  Congress.  I  am 
also  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  introduce  to  you  Dr.  Ron 
Pulliam,  Director  of  the  NBS. 

''  Secretary  Babbitt  appointed  Dr.  Pulliam  as  Direct9r  in  May  of, 
1994.  He  is  a  distinguished  educator  and  research  ecologist.. 
Prior  to  coming  to  the  NBS,  he  served  as  Director  and  Professor  Of 
the  Institute  of  Ecology  at  the  University  of  Georgia.  Dr. 
Pulliam' s  outstanding  leadership  abilities,  as  well  a^  his  academic 
and  scientific  experience,  made  him  an  excellent  choice  to  lead 
this  important  science  agency. 

The  NBS  was  created  to  ensure  that  sound,  unbiased  science  is 
available  to  all  who  are  interested.  Two  of  the  most  controversial 
issues  surrounding  the  formation  of  NBS  were  the  questions  of 
surveys  being  performed  on  private  leuids  ouid  the  fear  thalt  NBS 
would  cause  an  increase  in  the  number  of  species  being  added  to  the 
Endangered  Species  list.  The  NBS  is  complying  with  the  law 
prohibiting  any  new  surveys  on  private  lands  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  landowner.  Since  its  formation,  the  NBS  has 
actually  led  to  fewer  listings  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
I  expect  that  we  will  see  this  trend  continue.  For  example,  NBS 
scientists  provided  the  information  demonstrating  that  the  Alabama 
Sturgeon  is  not  a  genetically  distinct  species,  and  that  the 
bristle-thighed  curlew  in  Alaska  is  not  endemger^d. 

These  exanples  illustrate  some  of  the  vital  benefits  that 
would  be  lost  to  the  whole  country  and  to  future  generations  if  NBS 
was  greatly  reduced  or  eliminated.  NBS  has  the  capability  emd  the 
vision  to  conduct  anticipatory  scientific  research  that  "i^ets  out 
in  front  of  the  curve"  with  regard  to  species,  hedsitats,  euid' 
natural  resources  that  are  affected  and  potentially  threatened  by 
the  growth  and  activities  of  human  populations.  NBS  has  shifted 
the  focus  from  reacting  to  the  latest  endangered  species  crisis  or 
alarming  change  in  wildlife  habitats,  to  research  on  species  and 
areas  of  concern  that  have  not  yet  reached  a  crisis  point  and  can 
still  be  addressed  effectively  through  management  euid  planning 
solutions  outside  of  a  regulatory  context. 

NBS  is  also  funding  '  research  in  support  of  hoJ^itat 
conservation  plauming  in  various  states.  Including  California  eUid 
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Wisconsin.  Habitat  conservation  is  likely  to  yield  far  greater 
economic  and  ecologic  benefits  than  are  attempts  to  react  to  a 
decline  in  a  species'  population  once  it  has  declined  to  the  point 
of  endangerment . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  well  aware  of  the  budgetary  constraints 
facing  this  Subcommittee.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  of  $172.7 
million  represents  only  a  3.5  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1995 
enacted  level.  All  NBS  base  funding  was  reviewed  in  an  effort  to 
redirect  funding  from  projects  which  were  no  longer  considered  to 
be  of  a  critical  nature  to  new  needs  identified  by  other  Interior 
bureaus.  Considerable  emphasis  was  placed  on  peer  review  of  the 
new  increase  proposals  and  lengthy  discussions  were  held  with  other 
Interior  bureaus  to  ensure  that  funding  is  used  to  meet  the  most 
critical  scientific  needs  of  all  NBS  clients.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  National  Park  Service  are  satisfied  that  their 
priorities  for  research  are  being  met,  and  I  think  I  can  say  that 
the  same'  is  true  for  the  other  Interior  bureaus  with  whom  NBS 
works . 

The  NBS  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  funding  for  two  new 
Cooperative  Research  Units  which  provide  scientific  support  for 
many  Federal  agencies  as  well  as  State  fish  and  game  agencies.  A 
request  is  also  being  made  to  expand  NBS  partnerships  with  States 
and  other  Federal  agencies,  including  funding  for  activities  that 
increase  the  sharing  and  accessibility  of  biological  information. 
Increased  funding  for  work  in  South  Florida  is  critical  for 
developing  habitat  and  hydrologic  models,  evaluating  water  quality 
and  quantity  studies  to  reverse  declines  in  the  Everglades,  and 
evaluating  alternatives  to  provide  input  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  review  of  the  overall  Central  and  South  Florida  project. 
Modest  increases  are  also  proposed  for  analysis  of  habitat  dynamics 
on  lands  managed  by  the  Department,  and  for^  invasive  non- indigenous 
plant  species,  a  particularly  severe  problem  in  the  western  United 
States.  Dr.  Pulliam  will  provide  you  with  more  detail  on  these 
budget  initiatives.  ^ 

I  feel  NBS  has  fulfilled  the  vision  for  which  it  was  founded 
and  will  continue  to  be  on  the  leading  edge  of  critically  needed, 
independent  scientific  research  on  our  Nation' s  precious  biological 
resources . 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today.  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  have. 
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SfATBlSmiT  OF  B.  RONAIJ)  FDLLIAM,  DIKBCTOR, 

HKTIOBUOi  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE,  BEFORE  TBE  BOOSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SDBCOUMITTBE  ON  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 


March  23,  1995 

Chairman  Regula,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportvinity  to 
appear  before  you  today  and  present  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget 
request  of  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS^ . 

Th«  Mission  of  NBS 

Management  and  policy  decisions  regarding  the  conservation 
and  use  of  our  nation's  natural  resources  directly  impact  the 
prosperity  and  well-being  of  all  citizens^  All  too  often  these 
decisions  are  based  on  incomplete,  uncertain,  or  unreliable 
scientific  information  euid  inadecjuate  information  often  leads  to 
unjustified  and  unfair  decisions.  Disagreements  over  such  basic 
facts  ad  "Is  this  species  declining  or  not?",  impede  discussion 
and  resolution  of  real  problems. 

The  National  Biological  Service  was  created  to  ensure  that 
the  science  used  in  management  and  conservation  decisions  is 
sound,  unbiased,  euid  freely  available.  NBS  has  no  regulatory  or 
resource  management  responsibilities  and  our  scientific  results 
are  not  biased  by  management  or  regulatory  agendas.  We  are 
Committed  to  improving  the  quality  of  scientific  information  by 
having  rigorous  peer  review  of  our  research  methods,  analyses, 
and  conclusions,  and  by  medcing  our  scientific  information  fully 
available  to  all  parties  involved  in  and  affected  by  natural 
resource  decisions.  Our  job  is  to  provide  better  information  so 
that  better  cmd  fairer  decisions  can  be  made. 

NBS  is  a  scientific  organization  devoted  to- working  with 
others  to  provide  the  information  and  technologies  needed  to 
manage  our  nation's  biological  resources.   Our  primary  customers 
are  other  Department  of  Interior  bureaus,  and  we  focus  most  of 
our  research  on  Interior  lands  emd  trust  species .  NBS  also  has 
an  inqportauit  role  in  building  a  national  partnership  for 
Identifying  biological  resource  information  needs  and  making 
existing  biological  data  available.  NBS  works  with  other 
federal  agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  industry,  academic 
institutions,  other  private  organizations,  and  individual 
citizens.   Our  goals  are  to  make  certain  that  reliable  biological 
information  is  availcQsle  and  that  all  parties  involved  in  making 
decisions  about  biological  resources  have  ,  access  to  that 
information.   Providing  better  information  and  making  it  widely 
available  to  all  interested  parties  .will  aid  significamtly  in 
resolving  natural  resource  issues  before  they  become  intractable. 

NBS '8  mission  is  not  to  produce  a  giant  survey  of  the 
nation's  flora  and  fauna.   Inventory  auid  monitoring  or  "survey" 
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activities  account  for  less  than  15  percent  of  NBS's  budget.   It 
would  be  physically  impossible  and  of  dubious  value  from  a 
scientific  point  of  view  to  census  all  plants  and  animals  in  the 
United  States.   NBS  does  provide  statistically  reliable  data  on 
the  status  and  trends  of  carefully  selected  biological  resources, 
with  a  strong  focus  on  Interior  lands  and  trust  species.  NBS  does 
a  limited  amount  of  work  on  private  land,  but  all  individuals 
working  on  behalf  of  NBS  are  required  to  obey  all  trespass  laws 
and  NBS  always  obtains  written  permission  from  land  owners  before 
conducting  any  new  surveys  on  private  property. 

The  NBS  role  in  responding  to  the  need  for  itr^iroved 
information  on  status  and  trends  is  not  to  conduct  major  new  and 
con5)rehensive  surveys.  Rather,  NBS  seeks  to  develop  and  encourage 
common  methodologies  that  ensure  the  reliability  of  information 
collected  by  federal,  state,  academic,  and  private  entities.  Such 
a  common  "architecture"  can  ensure  that  public  and  private  funds 
are  used  efficiently  to  develop  a  reliable  understanding  of  the 
true  condition  of  our  resources. 

The  Need  for  Solid  Scientific  Infoxmation 

More  statistically  reliable  information  on  the  status  of 
biological  resources  is  required  to  support  the  sound  management 
of  our  public  lands.  A  recent  report  on  the  "Status  of  biotic 
inventories  in  US  National  Parks"  (Stohlgren  et  al  1995) 
indicates  that  most  of  our  national  parks  have  do  not  have  good 
inventories  even  of  their  bird,  mammal,  and  vascular  plant 
species.  The  status  of  most  species  of  reptiles,  amphibians, 
fish,  and  invertebrates  is  virtually  un3aiown,  even  in  the  best 
studied  of  our  parks  and  wildlife  refuges .  Despite  the  lack  of 
this  basic  information,  public  leuids  are  increasingly  viewed  as 
important  refuges  for  biological  diversity,  and  managers  of  all 
public  lands  are  increasingly  required  to  consider  biological 
resources  in  their  management  plans. 

In  addition  to  managing  public  lands,  the  Department  of 
Interior  has  significant  trust  responsibilities  for  migratory 
birds,  anadromous  fishes,  and  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

Accordingly,  NBS  has  responsibility  for  working  to  ensure 
that  better  information  is  available  on  Interior  lands  euid  trust 
species.  One  of  the  benefits  of  having  an  independent,  non- 
regulatory  science  bureau  like  NBS  is  that  such  information  can 
be  provided  before  environmental  concerns  become  crises .   Options 
for  action,  including  voluntary  solutions  outside  a  regulatory 
context,  cem  be  tcUcen  proactively,  euid  this  is  one  reason  why  a 
number  of  non-government  organizations,  including  private 
industries,  are  working  collaboratively  with  NBS.  By  working  in 
partnership  with  private  Isuidowners  and   industry,  NBS  obtains 
better  information  on  the  status  and  trends  of  DOI  trust  species 
and  provides  its  partners  with  valuable  information  eJoout  how 
biological  resources  cem  be  protected  without  interfering  with 
other  uses  of  their  leuids. 
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NBS  recognizes  that  relied^le  scientific  information  cein  "cut 
both  ways",  in  that  sometimes  it  may  be  used  for  more  species 
protection  and  sometimes  it  may  be  used  to  provide  relief  from 
government  regulations.  Some  information  gathered  by  NBS  will 
please  the  development  community;  for  example,  the  "downlisting" 
of  protected  species  or  removal  of  species  from  Endangered 
Species  Act  candidate  lists.  Some  information  will  result  in 
identifying  and  resolving  problems  related  to  species  decline 
before  new  listings  are  required.,  NBS  believes  that  if  accurate 
information  is  provided  in  a  timely  fashion,  it  can  lead  to  more 
"win-win"  situations  that  promote  both  a  prosperous  economy  and  a 
healthy  environment.   Since  NBS  is  not  a  regulatory  or  mcmagement 
agency,  it  can  devote  its  efforts  to  ensuring  that  better 
information  is  available  to  \those  that  do  make  management  and 
policy  decisions  so  that  better  and  fairer  decisions  are  made  and 
conflicts  are  avoided. 

Meeting  DOI  Bureau  Needs 

Although  NBS  is  an  independent  science  bureau,  we  are 
committed  to  providing  other  Interior  bureaus  with  the  responsive 
scientific  help  they  need.   Every  year,  NBS  solicits  priorities 
for  biological  research  from  other  Interior  bureaus  and  directs 
its  research  efforts  towards  meeting  their  highest  priority 
needs.   We  also  facilitate  regular  interaction  between  our  NBS 
Science  Centers  and  field  stations  and  the  local  and  regional 
leadership  of  other  DOI  bureaus  to  determine  their  needs  emd 
priorities  at  the  local  level.  While  we  are  committed  to  meeting 
the  priority  science  needs  of  DOI  bureaus  and  working  with  them 
to  solve  their  natural  resource  problems,  the  other  bureaus  do 
not  control  the  conduct  of  the  research  or  oversee  the 
dissemination  of  the  research  results. 

Budget  Overview 

NBS's  FY  1996  budget  request  totals  $172.7  million,  which 
is  $5.9  million,  or  3.5%,  more  them  our  FY  1995  enacted  level.  We 
recognize  the  stringent  budgetary  constraints  confronting  all 
governmental  programs  and  have  made  significant  efforts  to 
redirect  existing  resources  to  fund  a  portion  of  our  new  needs, 
as  well  as  initiating  various  partnership  arreuigements  to 
leverage  availctble  resources  and  avoid  duplication  of  efforts. 

As  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government 
Initiative,  all  Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission. 
This  includes:   addressing  the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input; 
asking  whether  the  mission  could  be  accomplished  as  well  or 
better  without  Federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to  cut  costs 
or  improve  performance  through  con^etition;  and  ways  to  put 
customers  first,  cut  red  tape,  and  en^jower  en^loyees.  We  have 
been  actively  participating  in  this  effort  since  NBS  was  i^ormed. 

NBS  is  requesting  a  total  of  $84.6  million  in  FY  1996  for- 
Research  on  Species  Biology,  Population  Dynamics  and  Ecosystems. 
We  are  continuing  to  support  the  Department's  focus  on  key 
national  and  local  issues  in  requesting  an  additional  $1.5 
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million  in  funding  for  the  Everglades  and  other  habitats  of  South 
Florida.   Our  scientists  will  work  with  the  USGS  and  others  to 
develop  hydrologic  models  and  link  these  with  biological  models, 
so  as  to  evaluate  the  effects  on  species  cind  habitats  of  the 
alternatives  for  restoration  now  being  considered  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  NBS  currently  co-chairs  the  Science  Subcommittee  of 
the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Task  Force.  The  task  of 
this  subcommittee  is  to  "recommend  research  and  a  process  for 
coordinating  research  on  the  South  Florida  ecosystem."  In 
addition  to  conducting  research  on  the  habitat  requirements  and 
population  dynamics  of  species,  NBS  is  developing  regional 
datcibases,  coordinating  reviews  to  identify  research  needs,  and 
developing  new  predictive  models. 

We  are  also  seeking  an  increase  of  $0.4  million  for  research 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   This  increase  will  be  used  for 
developing  watershed  models  in  critical  ecosystems,  and  to 
contribute  to  the  understanding  of  habitat  and  resource  needs  of 
a  variety  of  species,  including  anadromous  fish. 

The  United  States  has  lost  millions  of  acres  of  productive 
land  to  exotic  weeds,  especially  in  the  arid  West.   In  addition 
to  reducing  the  amount  of  land  available  for  forage  and  other 
economic  impacts,  exotic  weeds  contribute  to  a  host  of  ecological 
problems,  including  increased  erosion  and  sedimentation  and  the 
loss  of  native  species.  Techniques  for  managing  and  responding  to 
invasive  exotic  plants  on  western  rangeland  is  one  of  the  highest 
priority  needs  identified  to  NBS  by  other  Interior  bureaus.   NBS 
is  requesting  $610,000  to  understand  the  factors  that  make  arid 
grasslands  vulnerable  to  invasion  by  nonindigenous  species,  to 
understand  the  ecological  impacts  of  these  weeds,  and  to  provide 
information  needed  to  help  control  their  spread. 

Another  critical  need  identified  by  other  Interior  bureaus 
is  information  and  tools  that  help  predict  the  effects  of 
management  actions  on  habitats  and  species.  NBS  is  requesting 
$800,000  to  work  with  other  Interior  bureaus  to  predict  how 
various  management  options  available  to  resource  managers  will 
impact  the  future  status  of  biological  resources  of  particular 
rocuiagement  concern  on  DPI  lands.  Our  approach  will  include 
development  of  user-friendly,  multi-species  models  that  allow 
managers  to  see  how  alternative  resource  management  options  might 
simultemeously  intact  a  variety  of  species  with  different  habitat 
reqpairements . 

Under  the  InventorY  and  MonitorinQ  subactivity,  NBS  is 
proposing  to  increase  our  efforts  in  understanding  the 
relationship  between  social  and  economic  factors  and  ecological 
processes.   This  critical  area  of  research  has  been  identified  by 
other  Interior  bureaus  amd  by  the  Interagency  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Natural  Resources  as  an  area  underfunded  in  the 
past.   Part  of  these  funds  will  be  used  for  studies  of  how 
economic  incentives,  such  as  those  for  set -asides  under  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program,  in^jact  biological  resources . 
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Another  approach  will  be  to  work  with  local  and  state  governments 
in  studies  combining  models  of  economic  growth  with  ecological 
models  to  determine  where  future  conflicts  between  economic 
growth  and  conservation  might  occur.  Past  support  for  research  to 
understand  and  avoid  conflicts  between  ecology  and  economics  at 
the  community,  State,  and  regional  level  has  been  inadequate  even 
though  the  link  between  economic  and  ecological  health  has  been 
widely  recognized. 

Also  under  the  Inventory  and  Monitoring  activity,  we  are 
requesting  funding  to  develop  a  uniform  system  of  ecological 
classification.   Clearly,  the  existence  of  multiple  systems  for 
mapping  and  naming  forests,  grasslands,  and  other  plant 
communities,  and  the  lack  of  a  means  to  "translate"  from  one  to 
another  is  inefficient.  NBS  will  work  closely  with  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  other  Interior  bureaus,  and  the  scientific 
community  at  large  to  develop  a  common  approach  that  meets  the 
needs  of  all  parties  conducting  ecological  mapping  and  research. 

A  high  priority  for  NBS  is  to  make  existing  scientific  data 
and  information  more  accessible  to  all  parties  involved  in 
decision  making.  In  the  Information  Transfer  subactivity,  NBS  is 
requesting  $2.9  million  to  improve  access  to  biological 
information  through  the  National  Partnership  for  Biological 
Science.   Much  biological  information  can  be  found  outside  of 
NBS,  in  government,  universities,  and  museums.   We  believe  that 
these  organizations  should  continue  to  be  repositories  for  this 
information.   Our  goal  is  to  work  with  partners  to  identify, 
organize,  and  integrate  data  so  that  everyone  has  access  to  it 
via  an  electronic  directory  and  network. 

As  a  key  part  of  this  multi-sector  partnership,  we  are 
asking  for  increased  funding  for  our  State  Partnership  program 
that  allows  NBS  to  work  collaboratively  with  State  agencies  to 
establish  protocols  and  standards  for  data  collection,  analysis, 
and  dissemination.   States  are  important  collectors  and  managers 
of  biological  data,  and  in  many  cases,  serve  as  primary  links  to 
other  data  holders. 

The  Cooperative  Research  Unit  program  has  been  the  Nation's 
most  successful  partnership  in  fish  and  wildlife  management. 
This  program  consists  of  partnerships  for  research  and  graduate 
education  between  NBS,  State  Fish  and  Game  agencies,  and 
universities  in  40  states.   NBS  provides  $15  million  each  year 
and  States  contribute  at  least  $12  million  annually.   The  Coop 
Unit  program  employs  scientists  who  are  nationally  and 
internationally  recognized  as  experts  in  their  field. 
Collectively  these  units  are  involved  in  over  1,400  research 
projects  as  well  as  in  providing  technical  assistance  to  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Park  Service,  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  and  others.   NBS  is  seeking  an  additional 
$500,000  for  this  program  in  FY  1996.   This  will  be  used  to 
establish  new  units  in  two  states.   Interested  States  are  being 
asked  to  sxibmit  proposals  for  them,   and  describe  the  strengths 
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of  potential  cooperators  and  the  support  that  they  will  provide  " 
to  a  prospective  Cooperative  Research  Unit. 

In  summary,  NBS  is  a  strong  scientific  organization 
conducting  independent,  objective  research  in  support  of  sound 
management  of  the  Nation's  biological  resources.   It  is  my  hope 
that  the  Committee  recognizes  that  too  many  decisions  are  made  on 
the  basis  of  inadequate  information,   that  science  is  best 
performed  by  an  independent,  non-regulatory,  and  non-advocacy 
organization,  and  that  NBS  is  part  of  the  solution,  not  part  of 
the  problem. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today.   I  am 
happy  to  take  any  questions  that  the  Committee  may  have. 
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National  Biological  Service 
Department  of  the  Interior 
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Director  and  Professor.  Institute  of  Ecology,  University  of  Georgia,  1987-94.  Under  Dr.  Pulliam's 
leadership,  the  Institute  expanded  from  its  research  mission  to  a  school  at  the  University  offering  a  fiill 
graduate  and  undergraduate  curriculum.  The  Institute  has  over  200  employees  and  a  research  and 
teaching  budget  of  over  $4  million  a  year. 

Associate  Professor,  University  of  Georgia,  1984-87 
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University  of  Arizona 

Professional  Service 
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Chair,  Georgia  Environmental  Education  Council,  1992-93 

Atlanta  Committee  for  the  Olympics  Environmental  Task  Force,  1992-S>4 

President,  Ecological  Society  of  America,  1991-92 
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Authored  over  70  publications,  including  two  books  and  papers  in  journals  such  as  Ecology.  Science. 
Nature.  Ecolopical  Applications.  Ecological  Economics  and  The  American  Naturalist,  on  topics  ranging 
from  biodiversity,  landscape  ecology,  ecological  modeling,  and  population  ecology  of  birds  to  human 
cultural  evolution  and  behavior. 
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Conservation  ecology,  ecosystem  management,  and  avian  population  dynamics.  Recent  focus  on 
predicting  the  impact  of  land  use  changes  on  animal  population  trends. 
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Postdoctoral  Studies,  University  of  Chicago  (population  genetics,  1970-71) 

Duke  University,  Ph.D.,  1970 

University  of  Georgia,  B.S.  in  Zoology,  1968 
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ROBIN  O'MALLEY 

Robin  O'Malley  is  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  Director  of  the  National  Biological  Service,  a  newly- 
created  agency  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  NBS's  mission  is  to  "work  with  others 
to  provide  the  scientific  understanding  and  technologies  needed  to  support  the  sound 
management  and  conservation  of  our  Nation's  natural  resources".  His  responsibilities  include 
assisting  the  Director  in  strategic  planning;  development  and  implementation  of  ecosystem 
initiatives;  expansion  of  relationships  with  states  and  tribes,  and  relations  with  other  federal 
agencies.  • 

Mr.  O'Malley  has  worked  with  Secretary  Babbitt  on  the  creation  of  NBS,  as  deputy  science 
advisor  within  the  Department,  as  Associate  Director  for  Natural  Resources  at  the  White 
House  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ),  as  senior  environmental  advisor  to 
Governor  Thomas  H.  Kean  of  New  Jersey,  and  in  a  variety  of  environmental  positions  with 
New  Jersey  state  government.  He  holds  a  Masters  degree  from  Harvard  University's 
Kennedy  School  of  Government  and  a  Bachelor's  degree  from  the  State  University  of  New 
York. 
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0\A«ndolyn  W.  Mason 

Assistant  Director  -  External  Affairs 


QA/en  Mason  is  the  Assistant  Drector  for  External  Af^rs  at  the  ^4ationaI  Biological 
Service  (NBS),  the  newest  bureau  at  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Employed  t)y  the  Department  since  1988,  Ms.  Mason  previously  served  as  a  Budget 
Analyst  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  an  assistant  to  Secretary  Lujan's  Science 
Advisor,  and  as  Deputy  Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  V\^ldlrfe  Service's  Cooperative 
Research  Units  program  In  March  1993,  she  joined  Seaetary  Babbitt's  implementation 
team  to  wcxk  on  creation  of  the  NBS.  Her  current  duties  include  Public,  Congressional, 
and  International  Af^rs  for  NBS. 

Ms.  Mason  has  a  B.A  in  Govemment  from  Smith  College.  She  received  her  M.A.  in 
Public  Administration  from  the  University  of  Virginia.  She  is  a  native  of  Richnxxxi, 
Virginia. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Would  anybody  else  like  to  comment? 
Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may. 

JUSTIFICATION  FOR  CREATION  OF  NBS 

I  want  to  follow  up  on  what  Mr.  Frampton  said  just  with  a  few 
comments  and  make  just  a  couple  of  important  points. 

The  first  has  to  do  with  why  NBS  was  created  in  the  first  place, 
and  I  think  there  are  two  overriding  reasons.  The  first  is  to  gain 
greater  efficiency  with  the  resources  and  the  people  that  we  have 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  And,  if  I  may,  we've  brought  a 
couple  of  charts  that  I'd  like  to  show  you.  You  also  have  these  as 
handouts. 

The  first  simply  shows  how  many  scientists  were  in  three  of  the 
bureaus,  the  ones  with  large  land  management  responsibilities, 
that  were  transferred  to  the  National  Biological  Service 

Mr.  Regula.  Did  they  physically  move  or  did  they  just  have  a 
reassignment  in  terms  of  the  management? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  The  latter;  their  FTEs  were  moved  into  the  Na- 
tional Biological  Service.  Most  of  them  are  in  the  same  locations 
that  they  were  previously. 

The  great  disparity  is  what  I  want  to  point  out  between  the  sci- 
entific capabilities  of  the  different  bureaus.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice over  the  years  had  built  up  a  strong  scientific  capability  with 
over  a  thousand  research  grade  scientists.  On  the  other  hand,  at 
the  other  extreme,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  had  only  27 
scientists,  and  these  were  scientists  that  had  responsibilities  in 
terms  of  a  variety  of  information  for  over  260  million  acres  of  land 
managed  by  BLM.  If  you  think  of  that  in  terms  of  the  number  of 
research  grade  scientists  and  Ph.D.  scientists,  only  about  nine  of 
those  scientists  were  research  grade  scientists,  and  that's  more 
than  30  million  acres  per  research  grade  scientist  in  terms  of  re- 
sponsibility. So  the  point  simply  is  the  tremendous  disparity  be- 
tween the  magnitude  of  responsibilities  and  the  scientific  capabili- 
ties in  the  different  DOI  bureaus. 

I  think  this  is  one  thing  we've  been  able  to  make  a  big  difference 
on.  We've  been  able  to  take  the  integrated  scientific  capability  that 
now  is  in  NBS  and  address  bureau  or  departmentwide  a  wide 
range  of  issues. 

Mr.  Regula.  Did  they  not  share  information  prior  to  the  estab- 
lishments of  the  NBS? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  They  shared  information,  but  they  did  not  share 
common  research  protocols  and  approaches.  It  was  very  difficult  to 
put  information  together,  once  you  had  reached  the  boundaries  of 
one  land  bureau  versus  another. 

The  other  overwhelming  reason  that  I  think  that  NBS  was  a 
good  idea  in  terms  of  its  creation  is  what  Mr.  Frampton  mentioned 
in  terms  of  the  separation  of  science  from  the  regulatory  arm  of  the 
Department.  I  think  there  are  at  least  three  compelling  reasons 
why  this  makes  sense. 

The  first  is  that  we  feel  that  when  science  is  embedded  within 
the  regulatory  bureaus,  that  the  information  is  not  scrutinized  as 
well  as  it  might  be  otherwise.  NBS  is  committed  to  mechanisms 
like  peer  review  and  to  wide  availability  of  the  information  that  it 
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has,  and  we  think  that's  a  step  that  will  lead  to  better  information 
and  to  fairer  decisions. 

Secondly,  the  regulatory  agencies  I  think  tend  to  focus  their  en- 
ergies, naturally,  on  the  latest  crisis,  and  it's  difficult  to  maintain 
long-term  proactive  research  capabilities.  We're  able  to  step  back  a 
little  bit  and  to  try  to  see  what's  coming  down  the  pike  and  to  be 
able  to  be  ready  for  it. 

And  the  third  reason  is  simply  the  clearer  separation  of  the  roles 
of  science  and  policy  in  decisionmaking,  and  we  feel  that  it  is  an 
advantage  to  be  able  to  have  a  clear  separation  where  the  sci- 
entists do  not  get  directly  involved  in  the  policy  decisions,  but  see 
their  role  instead  as  providing  accurate  information  to  those  who 
do  make  decisions. 

Mr.  Regula.  You're  saying  that  by  doing  this  you  divorce  the  sci- 
entists from  the  regulatory  function  and  sort  of  put  them  out  here 
independently  as  part  of  NBS?  NBS  then  provides  information  to 
the  regulatory  agency? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Feeds  to  the  regulatory  agency 

Mr.  Regula.  Information  on  which  they  might  promulgate  regu- 
lations? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  that's  correct.  I  wouldn't  say  "divorce."  I  think 
that's  too  strong  a  word.  We  do  feel  a  strong  responsibility  to  meet- 
ing the  scientific  needs  of  the  regulatory  management  bureaus. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  the  regulatory  agencies  currently  submit  re- 
quests to  NBS? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  NBS  assigns  that  mission — theoretically,  if  it 
were  a  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  request,  could  it  be  assigned  to 
somebody  that  would  have  historically  been  in  the  Park  Service? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  If  they  had  the  appropriate  knowledge? 

Dr.  Pulliam.  That's  correct,  sir.  And  we're  also  finding  that  the 
various  bureaus  often  have  very  similar  requests.  So  that  teams  of 
people,  teams  of  scientists  coming  from  the  other  bureaus,  often 
can  work  together  to  address  common  interest  issues. 

The  second  point  that  I  wanted  to  make  is  that  NBS  is  not  a 
giant  survey  of  flora  and  fauna,  and  this  is  the  way  it  had  been 
characterized  I  think  originally.  Only  about  13  percent  of  our  effort 
is  directed  toward  survey  activities  or  inventory  monitoring  activi- 
ties. We  feel  there  is  a  need  for  more  inventory  and  monitoring  on 
the  Department  of  Interior  lands.  We  have  another  graph  we  can 
show  you  quickly  that  simply  comes  from  a  report  that  was  just 
published  this  past  month  that  indicates  for  the  national  parks 
how  complete  the  surveys  are  or  the  inventories  of  various  groups 
of  organisms. 

The  basic  bottom-line  point  is  that  even  for  well-studied  groups 
like  birds  and  mammals,  most  parks  have  little  to  no  information 
about  the  species  that  occur  in  those  parks.  Only  a  handful  of 
parks,  about  10  out  of  200  surveyed,  have  a  relatively  complete  list 
of  even  birds  and  mammals. 

DATA  collection 

Mr.  Regula.  How  are  they  going  to  have  a  better  inventory?  Are 
you  going  to  send  some  of  the  team  out  into  the  field? 
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Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  From  NBS? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Much  of  the  NBS  activity  will  focus  on  Interior 
lands  and  will  focus  on  specific  needs  that  have  been  identified  by 
the  other  bureaus.  In  the  case  of  the  Park  Service,  in  particular, 
the  Park  Service  has  identified  inventory  of  their  biological  re- 
sources as  a  high  priority.  Furthermore,  the  techniques  which  are 
used  on  Park  Service  land  will  be  the  same  techniques,  the  same 
standards  and  protocols,  that  are  used  on  ELM  lands,  that  are 
used  on  Bureau  of  Reclamation  properties,  and 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you  say  you'll  have  a  uniform  set  of  criteria? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  correct,  sir. 

The  third  point  that  I  wanted  to  make  is  that  the  information 
that  is  collected  by  NBS  cuts  both  ways,  that  sometimes  informa- 
tion is  used  for  more  protection  of  species;  sometimes  it's  used  for 
less  regulation  or  solutions  outside  of  the  regulatory  context.  Also, 
this  information  can  be  good  news  and  it  can  be  bad  news.  If  we 
look  at  recent  information,  there's  bad  news  about  ducks.  Duck 
populations  are  down.  Many  species  are  at  all-time  lows.  On  the 
other  hand,  there's  good  news  about  species  such  as  the  striped 
bass.  The  striped  bass  recovery  is  a  real  success  story  and  one 
which  is  based  upon  good  scientific  information. 

In  this  regard,  what  NBS  tries  to  do  is  to  provide  information  to 
decisionmakers  so  that  solutions  can  be  found  outside  of  the  regu- 
latory context.  We  have  a  number  of  cases  already  of  new  work  at 
NBS  which  has  either  led  to  solutions  that  don't  require  regula- 
tions or  to  down-listing  of  species  or  de-listings  of  species.  We  think 
that  that  is  a  good  example,  showing  the  information  does  work 
both  ways;  it's  not  a  one-way  street. 

The  final  general  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  what  we're  able 
to  do  in  NBS — and  Mr.  Frampton  touched  on  this  as  well — is  be 
more  proactive  in  our  research  programs.  I  mentioned  that  inven- 
tory and  monitoring  or  survey  was  only  a  small  part  of  what  we 
do.  It's  a  necessary  part  because  it  establishes  the  trends.  It  estab- 
lishes the  things  that  need  explaining  and  things  of  management 
concern.  Most  of  our  work  is  research,  and  it's  research  on  the 
causes  of  changes  and  research  working  to  analyze  the  con- 
sequences of  different  ways  of  managing  resources,  so  that  the  best 
options  can  be  chosen. 

In  this  regard,  we  are  involved  in  a  number  of  new  projects  that 
are  more  proactive,  that  will  result  in  information  being  available 
earlier,  and  information  which  is  more  pertinent  to  the  needs  of  bu- 
reaus and  other  people  involved  in  resource  management  decisions. 
NBS  is  also  financially  responsible. 

I  do  have  a  graph  I  wanted  to  show  in  terms  of  the  more 
proactive  kind  of  approach.  I  show  this  particular  example  because 
I  wanted  to  make  the  point  that  what  we're  doing  in  NBS  is  not 
all  different  from  what  has  been  done  before,  that  if  you  look  at  the 
best  of  the  kind  of  science  that  was  done  previously  in  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  elsewhere,  there  was  excellent  science  going 
on.  We  feel  the  science  can  be  improved,  but  if  you  look  at  the  best 
of  what  was  done,  it  was  among  the  best  science  being  conducted. 

This  particular  example  shows  the  increase  in  bald  eagles  con- 
comitant with  the  decline  of  DDT  residues  in  the  environment,  and 
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what's  special  about  this  is  that  it's  based  on  a  good  scientific  un- 
derstanding of  the  causal  mechanism,  rigorous  research  which 
demonstrated  that  the  DDT  was  directly  responsible  for  the  egg- 
shell thinning  and  then  confirmed  by  monitoring  information  in 
terms  of  changes  in  the  concentrations  over  long  periods  of  time. 
It  also  shows  the  need  to  have  long-term  monitoring  programs 
which  are  directly  related  to  the  research  efforts. 

I  show  this  as  an  historical  example,  but  it  is  a  paradigm  that 
we  are  now  incorporating  into  much  of  our  work,  where  we're  fo- 
cusing on  the  driving  forces  of  change,  and  contaminants  being  just 
one;  exotic  species  being  another  important  one,  as  are  things  like 
resource  management  and  land  use  decisions.  We're  trying  to  un- 
derstand the  driving  forces  for  changes  in  biological  resources  and 
use  that  understanding  to  provide  managers  and  policymakers  bet- 
ter tools  for  making  fairer  and  better  decisions. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Anyone  else  who  would  like  to  comment? 

[No  response.] 

RESEARCH  PRIOR  TO  NBS 

Mr.  Regula.  Would  it  not  be  true  that  much  of  this  happened 
prior  to  NBS,  since  it's  a  relatively  new  function? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  and  we  are  continuing  what  we  think  are 
the  best  and  the  most  relevant  of  the  research  programs  that  ex- 
isted before  NBS  was  formed.  We  work  with  the  other  bureaus  to 
set  our  priorities,  and  many  times  the  priorities  are  to  continue 
certain  programs,  and  sometimes  the  priorities  are  to  new  things. 
We  have  a  lot  of  new  programs  which  we  think  are  moving  in  the 
right  direction,  but  we  have  not  lost  touch  with  the  important 
things  that  were  being  done  previously. 

FY  93-94  FUNDING  INCREASES 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Frampton,  you  said  it  would  be  taxpayer- 
friendly,  but  it's  $24  million  more  for  the  total  function  with  an 
NBS  than  it  was  prior  to  that.  How  do  you  conclude  that  it's  tax- 
payer-friendly? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the 

Mr.  Regula.  I  mean,  that's  what  you  said. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  Increases  from  Fiscal  Year  1993  to 
1994  were  program  increases  that  included,  for  example,  major  in- 
creases in  the  co-op  program,  which  is,  as  I  said,  a  partnership  pro- 
gram with  States  and  State  universities.  I  think  that  those  are  not 
increases  in  overhead.  In  fact,  the  National  Biological  Service  runs 
a  very  lean  shop  in  terms  of  overhead  percentages.  I  think  that 
overall  that  we  are  beginning  to  see  some  efficiencies  in  terms  of 
overhead  and  overlap  for  the  level  of  research  that's  being  con- 
ducted. What  you  gave  us  in  terms  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  appro- 
priation was  to  increase  a  number  of  programs,  including  co-op  pro- 
grams and  certain  other  kinds  of  proactive  research. 

I'll  just  give  you  two  examples  about  the  increases  from  1993  to 
1994.  When  we  finalized  the  President's  Forest  Plan,  one  of  the 
conditions  of  a  viable  Forest  Plan  in  terms  of  keeping  the  projected 
timber  harvest  up  was  that  there  are  hundreds  of  species  that  very 
little  was  known  about,  and  in  order  to  adopt  a  plan  that  would 
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get  past  the  judge,  it  was  necessary  to  design  a  seven-year  program 
of  inventory  and  monitoring  for  those  species.  Without  the  science, 
the  timber,  the  projected  timber  cut  would  have  come  down 

Mr.  Regula.  You're  saying  the  taxpayer  gained  in  sale  of  timber? 

Mr.  Frampton.  So  I  think  the  net — the  taxpayers  gain  in  terms 
of  timber  cut  level  that's  about  150  million  board  feet  per  year 
higher  than  it  would  have  been  without  the  scientific  programs. 
The  same  thing  is  true  of  additional  increases  that  you  made  pos- 
sible for  us  to  do  additional  research  in  south  Florida  for  Ever- 
glades restoration. 

So  I  think  if  you  look  at  the  efficiency,  it's  a  very  efficient  agency. 
It  will  cost  a  substantial  amount  of  money  to  fragment  and  break 
up  this  agency,  both  human  costs,  because  we've  gone  through  a 
period  of  consolidation,  and  I  think  in  terms  of  budget  allocations. 

NBS  RESEARCH  FUNDING 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I  was  interested,  it  appears  that  in  1994  you 
had  $143  million  in  research  in  the  various  agencies  collectively, 
and  by  1996  the  amount  in  research  is  $84  million,  which  is  a  sub- 
stantial reduction.  It  would  appear,  just  looking  at  the  dollars,  that 
you'd  be  doing  less  scientific  research  from  1994  to  1996. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  If  I  can  respond  to  that 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Dr.  PULLIAM  [continuing].  Mr.  Chairman?  We  have  a  handout 
that  is  in  a  package  that's  been  provided  to  you  that  has  the  budg- 
et figures  only.  I  think  what  is  misleading  in  the  figure  that  you 
quoted  in  terms  of  the  base  transfer  is  that  in  the  base  transfer 
there  were  many  dollars,  many  activities,  which  were  inventory 
and  monitoring  and  information  technology  which  were  called  re- 
search in  the  other  agencies.  For  example,  all  the  work  on  the  as- 
sessment of  fishes  in  the  Great  Lakes  was  called  research  in  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  region  9.  That  was  put  into  a  new  category,  ex- 
actly the  same  program,  but  put  into  a  new  category  called  inven- 
tory and  monitoring. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you're  saying  that  the  nomenclature  changes  the 
dynamic? 

Dr.  Pulliam.  That's  the  main  change,  the  change  in  nomen- 
clature, and  we  can  give  you  those  exact  figures. 

In  fact,  if  you  look  at,  for  example,  information  transfer,  the  in- 
formation technologies,  computer  technologies,  et  cetera,  the  budget 
in  that  area  has  only  increased  2  percent  from  what  was  the  case 
in  the  previous  bureaus,  and  even  though  now  the  budget  category 
says  $14  million,  $13,666,000  of  those  dollars  were  existent  in  the 
previous  budgets. 

I  should  add  to  that,  too,  that  in  terms  of  administration,  Mr. 
Frampton  mentioned  we  have  a  very  lean  administrative  unit.  I 
think  we  have  one  which  is  a  model  for  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior, and  less  than  10  percent  of  our  total  funds  go  to  administra- 
tion. And  of  the  total  increase  from  1993  to  1994  that  you  men- 
tioned, only  15  percent  of  that  increase  has  gone  to  administrative 
functions. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I  note  that  you  have  4  new  regional  offices, 
a  new  headquarters  staff  for  the  Director,  and  you  still  have  the 
15  existing  science  centers,  some  of  which  need  some  operations 
and  maintenance  money,  particularly  maintenance;  88  field  sta- 
tions and  60  co-op  units.  You  use  the  figure  9  percent  on  overhead, 
but,  of  course,  again  you  can  juggle  that  by  how  you  assign  tasks 
and  what  you  call  those  tasks,  even  though  they  may  be  adminis- 
trative in  nature. 

It  would  appear  that  you've  just  put  another  layer  on  top  of  what 
existed.  Whether  the  job  is  being  accomplished  more  effectively  re- 
mains to  be  seen. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  that,  in  reality,  sir,  you  could  say  we've 
taken  a  layer  away.  For  example,  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
the  top  of  the  research  arm  for  the  bureau,  which  is  the  equivalent 
now  of  the  Director  of  NBS,  reported  to  the  Director  of  the  bureau. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you're  saying  you  eliminated  all  those  directors 
and  focused  it  into  one? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  right.  And  as  far  as  the  regional  offices, 
what  we're  doing  is  we're  staffing  those  regional  offices  almost  en- 
tirely by  reassigning  people.  We're  downsizing  the  Washington  of- 
fice. We're  having  very  lean  regional  offices,  and,  in  fact,  they're 
not  what  you  would  recognize  as  regional  offices  at  all.  As  you 
know,  in  some  of  the  other  bureaus,  regional  offices  mean  100  or 
more  people.  At  NBS,  regional  office  means  on  the  order  of  six  to 
eight  people,  and  that  is  being  mostly  done  by  recruiting  from  with- 
in the  bureau,  within  NBS,  and  reassigning  positions. 

FEDERAL  INTERAGENCY  ACTIVITY 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Bunn? 

Mr.  Bunn.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair. 

I'm  interested  in  how  much  overlap  there  is  in  the  work  that  you 
do.  Do  you  only  do  research  on  Department  of  Interior  lands  or  is 
there  overlap  with  other  agencies? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  focus  our  work  on  Department  of  Interior  lands, 
but  we  do  do  work  on  other  Federal  lands,  and  in  some  cases,  with 
written  permission,  on  private  lands  as  well.  We  work  very  closely 
with  the  other  bureaus.  We  have  liaison  positions  with  a  number 
of  other  bureaus,  the  Forest  Service,  the  EPA,  other  agencies  which 
have  research  arms,  and  we  work  to  coordinate  our  programs.  I 
think  there  is  very  little  overlap  between  what  we  do  and  what 
they  do. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Bunn.  You're  requesting  an  increase  in  funding  for  research 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  The  increase,  as  I  understand,  is  to  be 
used  for  the  development  of  watershed  models  in  critical 
ecosystems  and  to  continue  the  understanding  of  habitat  and  re- 
source needs  of  a  variety  of  species,  including  anadromous  fish. 
Who  else  is  currently  involved  in  this  type  of  research  and  how  will 
your  research  mesh  with  theirs? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  this  is  a  case  study  of  cooperation  between 
the  Federal  agencies,  both  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  south  Flor- 
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ida.  There  are  interagency  committees  which  very  carefully 
prioritize  the  research  needs.  In  the  case  of  NBS  work  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  where  we  are  right  now  is  the  funding  that  we  cur- 
rently have  is  sufficient  for  the  first  stages;  that  is,  the  stages  of 
looking  at  the  habitat  requirements  of  a  wide  variety  of  species. 
The  real  utility  of  what  we  have  now  will  not  be  apparent  until  we 
could  put  that  into  the  context  of  predictive  models,  the  landscape 
models  that  you  referred  to,  because  those  are  the  tools  that 
decisionmakers  will  be  able  to  use. 

It  is  a  case  where  we're  trying  to  analyze  what  are  the  alter- 
native consequences  of  various  ways  of  managing  land  and  what 
impact  does  the  management,  particularly  upland  forest,  have  on 
the  stream  populations  in  anadromous  fishes. 

INTERAGENCY  ACTIVITY  WITH  STATES 

Mr.  BUNN.  In  addition  to  cooperative  efforts  with  other  Federal 
agencies,  how  do  you  interact  with  State  agencies? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  have  a  number  of  programs  with  State  agen- 
cies. States  have  primary  responsibility  for  the  management  of 
most  species.  We  focus  most  of  our  efforts  directly  on  Interior  trust 
species,  things  like  anadromous  fishes  and  migratory  birds.  But  we 
work  directly  with  States  in  terms  of  their  work  on  many  other 
species. 

Our  primary  role  with  States  is  twofold.  First,  we  work  with 
groups  of  States  to  try  to  set  common  standards  and  protocol,  so 
that  the  work  done  in  one  State  can  be  compared  to  that  done  in 
another  State. 

Secondly,  we  work  directly  with  States  in  terms  of  access  to  in- 
formation. One  of  the  things  that  NBS  has  emphasized  since  the 
beginning  is  the  fact  that  there  is  a  large  amount  of  scientific  infor- 
mation which  has  not  been  used  in  the  past  in  decisionmaking. 
Much  of  this  is  in  State  game  and  fish  units  or,  as  Mr.  Frampton 
mentioned,  in — we're  trying  to  make  that  information  more  avail- 
able. So  we  have  a  focus  with  the  States,  what  we  call  the  State 
partnership  program,  which  focuses  on  making  information  more 
available  and  having  common  standards  and  approaches  for  gath- 
ering data. 

This  is  in  addition,  of  course,  to  our  co-op  program  with  the 
States,  which  is  probably  the  single  most  successful  collaboration 
between  States,  the  universities,  and  the  Federal  Government, 
both  in  terms  of  natural  resource  science  and  research,  but  also  in 
terms  of  training  of  graduate  students. 

INTERIOR  TRUST  SPECIES 

Mr.  BuNN.  You  briefly  mentioned  Interior  trust  species.  Would 
you  spend  a  little  bit  more  time  explaining  what  a  trust  species  is, 
and  then,  specifically,  what  your  responsibilities  are  for  them  off  of 
Department  of  Interior  lands? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes.  First  of  all,  the  trust  species  are  primarily  mi- 
gratory birds,  anadromous  fishes,  certain  marine  mammals,  all 
three  of  those  categories  being  species  which  readily  cross  State 
lines,  international  lines,  and  the  other  large  category  is  threat- 
ened and  endangered  species.  We  have  programs  that  we  have  in- 
herited at  NBS,  many  of  which  go  back  30  or  40  years,  which  mon- 
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itor  the  population  trends  in  a  variety  of  these  kinds  of  species.  I 
mentioned  the  Great  Lakes  assessment  program.  We  have  a  pro- 
gram on  migratory  birds,  various  programs  in  terms  of  analysis  of 
data,  data  on  waterfowl,  et  cetera.  And  much  of  that  work  is  done 
on  Interior  lands;  some  of  it  is  not.  When  we  do  work  on  private 
land,  we  always  do  it  with  permission  of  the  landowner,  and  any 
new  survey  work  we  require  written  permission  from  the  land- 
owner to  do  the  work. 

Mr.  BUNN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Kolbe? 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Secretary,  Dr. 
PuUiam. 

SCIENTIFIC  DATA 

Dr.  Pulliam,  in  your  statement  you  make  a  comment  that,  "All 
too  often,  decisions  are  based  on  incomplete,  uncertain,  or  unreli- 
able scientific  information."  Can  you  tell  me  what's  different  in  the 
way  NBS  is  now  operating  in  terms  of  how  scientific  data  is  being 
gathered  and  analyzed  that's  different  from  what  it  was  before? 

Dr.  Pulliam.  I  think  that  it's  different  in  degree — it's  not  a 
black-and-white  situation.  I  don't  think  NBS  is  going  to  be  an  auto- 
matic, immediate  cure  for  all  the  lack-of-information  problems  that 
we  have,  but  I  do  think  by  having  some  separation  between  the 
regulatory  arm  and  the  scientific  arm  of  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, that  we  are  able  to  have  the  information  more  widely  avail- 
able, more  scrutinized.  We  have  instigated  much  more  rigorous 
peer  review  not  only  at  the  stage  of  the  publication  and  dissemina- 
tion of  data,  but  also  at  the  stage  of  review  of  the  scientific  propos- 
als for  research.  We  think  that  is  resulting  already  in  better  infor- 
mation. 

We  have  also  emphasized  the  openness  of  the  information  that 
we  collect.  We  make  all  of  our  information  available  to  all  parties 
involved  in  decisionmaking.  We  think  that  will  result  in  greater 
scrutiny  of  the  information  and  better  information,  and  eventually 
to  fairer  decisions  being  made  based  on  that  information. 

Mr.  Kolbe.  Well,  I'm  happy  to  hear  that.  I  think  you  know — ^you 
and  I  had  a  chance  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  this — that  you've  got 
kind  of  a  big  hurdle  to  overcome,  it  seems  to  me,  the  way  the  NBS 
came  about 

Dr.  Pulliam.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kolbe  [continuing].  Being  created  last  year,  created — not 
only  left  some  bad  taste  in  the  mouths  of  some  people  around  here, 
but  also  was  seen  as  simply  taking  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the  way 
that  it  had  operated  and  moving  it  over  under  another  name,  and 
that  leaves  a  lot  of  us  very  suspect. 

The  model,  it  seems  to  me — and  I've  told  you  this  before,  I 
think — is  USGS  clearly  has  shown  that  it  does  do  good  scientific  re- 
search and  gathers  good  data  and  is  seen  as  a  very  neutral,  non- 
political  kind  of  function  here  and  I  think  around  the  country. 
Somehow  you've  got  to  demonstrate  in  the  next  few  years,  as  NBS 
gets  its  feet  on  the  ground,  that  you  can  do  the  same  thing,  and 
I  think  that  really  is  the  charge  or  the  mission  that  you  have. 

And  in  that  connection,  let  me  just  ask  something.  I  think  you've 
said  you're  not  going  to  try  to  undertake  a  lot  of  major  new  and 
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comprehensive  surveys.  Yet,  relying  on  the  last  statement  you  just 
made  about  all  too  often  decisions  being  made  on  incomplete,  un- 
certain, or  unreliable  scientific  information,  do  you  intend  to  try  to 
correct  what  you  see  to  be  errors  that  might  have  been  made  in  the 
past?  Will  there  be  any  going  back  and  trying  to  scrub  some  of  the 
data  that's  been  collected  in  the  past  and  to  look  at  that  now? 

PROACTIVE  RESEARCH 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  There's  a  tremendous  challenge  in  terms  of  trying 
to  keep  up  with  the  information  needs  of  the  other  bureaus,  par- 
ticularly as  relate  to  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Rather 
than  going  back  and  trying  to  correct  past  decisions,  I  think  that 
our  most  effective  use  of  limited  resources  is  trying  to  be  more 
proactive. 

One  of  the  things  we  have  done  is  we've  initiated  a  species  at 
risk  program  which  focuses  much  earlier  in  the  process,  focused  on 
category  II  species,  species  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
not  yet  made  decisions  on  regarding  their  listings.  That  is  an  effort 
to  try  to  provide  information  much  earlier,  so  that  solutions  can  be 
found  outside  of  the  context  of  having  to  invoke  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  So  I  think  that,  given  limited  resources,  I  would  prefer 
to  see  NBS  focus  as  much  of  those  resources  as  possible  on  prevent- 
ing listings,  on  preventing  unjustified  regulatory  decisions,  rather 
than  trying  to  undo  things  that  have  been  done  in  the  past. 

OWL  RESEARCH 

Mr.  KOLBE.  There's  a  lot  of  concern  in  my  State  about  the  possi- 
bility of  a  large  critical  habitat  designation  for  the  cactus  ferrugi- 
nous pygmy  owl  and  the  Mexican  spotted  owl,  which  is  a  cousin  of 
the  owl  up  north  that  we've  heard  so  much  about.  I've  heard  a  lot 
from  people  that  seem  to  be  fairly  knowledgeable  that  these  species 
are  thriving  in  northern  Mexico  and  that  their  historic  habitat  has 
not  been  Arizona;  it's  only  been  very  limited  there.  This  leads  me 
to  two  questions. 

First,  have  you  been  asked  to  get  involved  in  providing  the  data 
in  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  or  the  pygmy  owl  for  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  can't  answer  regarding  the  pygmy  owl.  I'm  not 
certain.  I  know  we  do  have  projects  on  the  Mexican  spotted  owl, 
and  that  that  is  underway  research. 

I  think  that  one  of  the  problems  that  is  a  difficult  issue  to  deal 
with  is  the  question  of  trying  to  come  in  late  in  the  game  and  to 
provide  information  that's  adequate  before  the  decisions  are 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Follow  up  on  that.  What  do  you  mean  you  came  in 
late?  How  did  you  get  in  late?  Why  did  you  come  in  late?  And  what 
were  the  consequences  of  that? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  I  think  it  basically  boils  down  to  the  fact  of  a  lim- 
ited capability  in  terms  of  resources  and  people  to  study  the  very 
large  numbers  of  species  that  are  being  considered  by  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  others  for  listing,  and  trying  to  prioritize  those.  I 
think  that  one  of  the  things  that  tends  to  happen  is  that,  as  the 
regulatory  agencies  get  close  to  a  decision,  they  recognize  the  need 
for  more  information,  but  by  that  time  I  think  there  very  often  is 
not  enough  time  to  provide  the  quality  of  information  which  is 
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needed.  We're  trying  to  take  a  look  ahead  of  time.  We're  trying  to 
say,  what  is  Hkely  to  be  the  case  in  a  year  or  two  from  now  in 
terms  of  what  decisions  are  being  made,  so  that  we  can  have  the 
time  to  provide  that  information  in  a  timely  fashion. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Let  me  just  interrupt  there  so  that  I  understand. 
When  you  say  you  came  in  late,  you're  referring  to  the  fact  that 
the  NBS  was  only  created  recently,  not  that — Fish  and  Wildlife 
was  involved  earlier?  Is  that  what  you're  saying? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  as  far  as  NBS's  involvement,  of  course, 
we've  only  been  here  for 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Right. 

Dr.  PULLIAM  [continuing].  For  18  months  and  we've  only  had 
these  programs  that  are  trying  to  look  earlier  for  a  short  period  of 
time. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  So  it  isn't  as  though  the  Department  in  another — the 
NBS  in  its  earlier  form  was  not  involved? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  As  I  mentioned  to  you  when  I  did  meet  with  you 
individually,  I've  only  recently  come  to  Interior,  and  I  really  have 
come  with  a  point  of  view  that  the  information  that's  provided  can 
be  improved.  I  think  that  there  have  been  decisions  which  have 
been  made  on  inadequate  information,  and  that  the  regulatory 
agencies  feel  compelled  to  act  on  the  best  available  information.  I 
am  convinced  that  by  instigating  things  like  more  peer  review  and 
more  competitive  funding  of  research,  we  will  be  able  to  provide 
better  information;  we  will  be  able  to  do  it  earlier  in  the  process, 
and  that  the  information  which  is  provided  will  be  more  directed 
toward  the  kinds  of  needs  that  the  other  bureaus  have  and  timely 
enough  to  make  a  difference  in  the  decisions  that  are  made. 

NBS  SAMPLING  DESIGNS 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Well,  this  leads  me  into  the  second  part  of  this  ques- 
tion, and  that  has  to  do  with  the  fact  that  Arizona  is  a  border 
State.  A  lot  of  our  habitat  for  many  of  our  species  is  shared  with 
our  neighbor  to  the  south  of  us,  Sonora,  and  in  many  cases  that's 
the  prime  habitat. 

I  know,  looking  at  the  budget,  we've  got  some  money  in  here  for 
NAFTA 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  KOLBE  [continuing].  Issues.  I  think  it's  an  increase  of 
$200,000,  although  that  seems  to  be,  from  what  your  own  state- 
ment is  here,  going  to  be  focused  in  the  Rio  Grande  Valley,  not  in- 
clude anything  in  Arizona. 

How  do  you  gather  data  when  it  seems  to  me  you  can  only  make 
a  very  incomplete  resource  assessment  and  recommendations  if 
you're  only  collecting  data  in  one  part  of  the  habitat,  and,  indeed, 
it  may  not  be  the  prime  habitat.  What  do  you — how  do  you  deal 
with  that? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  it's  a  very  good  question,  and  it's  actually 
one  which  relates  very  much  to  my  own  research  background.  I've 
focused  a  lot  on  just  that  kind  of  issue. 

NBS  has,  I  think,  some  of  the  best  capability  in  the  country,  if 
not  the  world,  in  terms  of  the  design,  the  statistical  design,  of  sam- 
pling for  monitoring  purposes.  And  it  is  extremely  important  that 
the  sampling  designs  be  thought  through  carefully  from  the  begin- 
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ning.  This  has  been  one  of  the  real  problems  in  the  past,  is  that 
the  information  ends  up  being  pieced  together,  some  of  it  gathered 
by  the  States,  some  of  it  gathered  by  the  Mexicans,  some  of  it  gov- 
ernment, some  of  it  gathered  by  one  Federal  agency  and  some  by 
another  Federal  agency — everyone  using  different  statistical  de- 
signs and  different  protocols.  And  it  makes  it  almost  impossible  to 
get  a  comprehensive  picture  across  the  range  of  the  species  and 
across  the  range  of  kinds  of  habitats  occupied  by  the  species,  of 
what  the  status  and  what  needs  to  be  done. 

This  is  where  we  see  our  efforts  paying  off  the  most;  that  is,  with 
very  little  extra  resources,  we  can  help  to  coordinate  what's  going 
on.  We  can  work  simultaneously  with  several  States  and  with  sev- 
eral Federal  agencies.  We  can  also  work  with  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, and  we  can  try  to  put  into  place  more  common  protocols  and 
standards  which  allow  that  data  to  be  aggregated  into  a  larger  pic- 
ture. This  is  a  pervasive  problem  and  I  think  we  can  make  a  dif- 
ference on  it. 

QUAIL  RESEARCH 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  appreciate  that  answer.  Let  me  just  say  that,  by 
way  of  illustration,  a  few  years  ago,  just  at  the  time  I  was  arriving 
in  Congress,  a  few  months  before,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
ended  up  acquiring  a  very  large  tract  of  land  in  southern  Arizona 
to  provide  for  habitat  for  quail,  and  I'm  now  trying  to  remember 
which  species.  It  is  there.  It's  based  in  northern  Sonora. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Montezuma  quail? 

Mr.  Hester.  Bobtail. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  It's  the  bobtail  quail — bobwhite.  Montezuma  bob- 
white  bobtail — bobwhite.  [Laughter.] 

The  masked  bobwhite  quail,  that's  right. 

Mr.  Regula.  You  finally  got  that  bird  straight.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kolbe.  Let  the  record  reflect  that  we  are  talking  about  the 
masked  bobwhite  quail.  [Laughter.] 

While  there  will  be  some,  I'm  sure,  in  this  room  and  elsewhere 
that  would  disagree  with  me,  I  think  it  is  a  fair  statement  to  say 
that  the  success  has  been  at  best  marginal.  It's  way  too  early,  I 
suppose,  at  the  end  of  10,  11  years  to  say,  but  the  success  of  that 
enormous  expenditure  that  we  made  has  been  very,  very  marginal 
in  what  we  have  been  able  to  accomplish. 

And,  again,  I  think  a  lot  of  the  reason  for  that  is  that  ever5rthing 
that  I  have  seen  suggests  that  we  have  always  only  been  on  the 
very  edge,  the  periphery,  of  the  habitat  for  masked  bobwhite  quail. 
So  it  raises  a  question  in  terms  of,  in  a  world  of  limited  resources, 
whether  that  kind  of  an  expenditure  is  best  or  whether  or  not  a 
cooperative  program  with  the  Mexican  Government  on  the  masked 
bobwhite — and  Sonora — might  not  have  done  much  better. 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  I  think  that's  an  excellent  comment.  We  have 
worked  closely  with  our  counterpart  in  Mexico  with  an  organization 
called  Conabio  to  develop  some  common  research  interests.  Many 
of  the  species  that  Interior  has  responsibility  for  are  migratory  spe- 
cies that  breed  across  the  border.  So  we  feel  we  have  an  interest 
in  those  species  south  of  the  border,  as  well  as  north  of  the  border. 
And  Conabio  is  very  anxious  to  work  with  us  in  this  effort  that  we 
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have  in  the  1996  budget,  an  increase  for  work  in  the  Lower  Rio 
Grande.  It  will  be  a  joint  effort  with  the  Mexican  Government. 

JOINT  RESEARCH  WITH  MEXICO 

Mr.  KOLBE.  That's  a  name,  and  I  assume  it's  an  acronym,  that 
I  haven't  heard  before.  Is  Conabio  part  of  Setasol,  the  environ- 
mental  

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  Yes,  it  is.  It's  the  equivalent  of  a  small  bureau 
within  Setasol. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Devoted  to  biological 

Dr.  PULLlAM.  To  biological  inventory. 

Mr.  KOLBE  [continuing].  Inventory?  Does  it  have  a  mandate  to 
provide  protection  or  just  inventory? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  it's  a  research  organization,  is  my  under- 
standing, not  a  protection  or  policy 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Yes,  of  course.  In  fact,  I'm  finished.  You  may  have 
all  my  time. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Can  your  team  go  across  into  Mexico,  because  it  seems  to  me  a 
lot  of  these  things  move  back  and  forth,  or  do  you  just  work  on  a 
cooperative  basis  without  actually  physically  having  to  cross  bor- 
ders? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  do  occasionally  work  in  other  countries.  Let  me 
give  you  one  example  that's  come  up  very  recently,  you  may  have 
noticed  news  reports  on  this.  There  were  tens  of  thousands  of 
ducks  and  geese  that  died  unexpectedly  in  a  lake  in  the  highlands 
of  Mexico  just  around  December,  and  our  scientists  were  asked  to 
come  in  because  we  have  world  class  expertise  in  wildlife  health 
and  we're  one  of  the  few  groups — it's  like  the  CDC  in  Atlanta  for 
human  health — one  of  the  few  groups  that  has  the  capability  of 
going  and  detecting  disease  problems,  contaminant  problems,  et 
cetera.  So  we  have  been  advising  with  technical  advice  the  Mexican 
Government  on  that  particular  issue,  and  that  did  require  one  of 
our  scientists  to  go  down  and  visit  the  site. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  have  any  questions? 

MEXICAN  spotted  OWL 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Just  a  question  I'd  like  to  just  get  you  on  record: 
back  to  the  issue  of  the  spotted  owl  there,  I  appreciated  your  com- 
ment that  you  are  involved  in  helping  to  provide  some  of  the  data 
there.  I  would  like  your  assurance  that  you  will  continue  to  be  in- 
volved with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  before  a  designation  of 
critical  habitat  decision  is  made. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  will  do  that,  sir. 

Mr.  KoLBE.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Taylor? 

DISSOLVING  OR  DOWNSIZING  NBS 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  saw  a  picture  of  a  little  rat  and 
this  eagle  was  coming  down  on  it,  and  the  rat  said,  "Could  we  have 
lunch  next  week?"  And  that  was  the  most  optimistic  picture  I  had 
seen  until  I  got  the  copy  of  this  where  you're  requesting  an  in- 
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crease  of  $5.8  million,  for  a  total  of  $172  million,  for  the  National 
Biological  Service.  And  I  remembered  Mr.  Kasich's  comment — and 
I'm  quoting  from  it.  I  think  he  used  the  word  "dissolving"  the  agen- 
cy, which  would  not  lend  itself  to  an  increase  at  all. 

Are  you  aware  of  what  authorizing  and  Budget  folks  are  talking 
about  doing? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Should  we  be  thinking  in  that  term?  Should  we  be 
talking  about  dissolving  and  downsizing  in  the  budget  rather  than 
increasing  or 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We,  of  course,  would  like  to  discuss  with  you  both 
issues,  with  the  hope  that  there  would  be  some  room  for  increased 
programs  as  well  as  some  downsizing.  We  understand  full  well 
what  some  of  the  discussions  are  and  what  some  of  the  range  of 
discussions  has  been,  and  we  also  recognize  that  there  is  a  need 
for  more  and  better  information,  more  accurate  information,  about 
the  biological  resources  of  the  country;  that  there  are  many  deci- 
sions which  are  being  made  where  the  information  is  not  adequate, 
and  that  there  is  more  effort  needed  to  provide  that  information. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  see,  and  often  see,  a  need  for  information.  I  don't 
know  whether  I  see  it,  given  the  priority  needs  of  the  Department, 
to  $172  million  worth  of  information,  but  I  will  tell  you,  quite 
frankly — and  I  don't  think  I'm  telling  you  a  secret — the  arrogance 
in  which  this  was  put  together  a  year  ago  I  think  has  so  corrupted 
the  feeling  in  Congress,  that  I  don't  know  that  this  ever  will  be  a 
positive  program  in  the  mind  of  Congress.  I  could  reiterate  the  Sec- 
retary's approach.  I  mean,  he  started  with  the  approach  we're 
going  on  the  property  without  people's  consent  and  knowledge,  and 
the  Secretary  sat  in  the  subcommittee  that  I  sat  on  then  and 
talked  about,  well,  they  couldn't  trust  the  American  people,  in  ef- 
fect, to  know  about  things  that  might  be  on  their  land  because  they 
might  kill  them  or  destroy  them  before  they  could,  in  effect,  I  sup- 
pose, have  the  regulations  that  could  be  enforced  against  people.  It 
just  left  a  bad  feeling. 

And  then  Congress  passed  certain  limitations,  and  the  Secretary 
said  he  really  wasn't  going  to  pay  much  attention,  and  it  just  got 
to  be  a  lot  of  rhetoric  that  left  a  lot  of  bad  taste  in  people's  mouths, 
and  I  think  that's  something  that,  whether  you  and  I  like  it  or  not, 
is  there. 

And  that's  why  there's  a  real  problem.  If  it  is  dissolved,  if  it  is 
put  together,  will  your  agency  try  to  resurrect  it  under  a  different 
form  or  try  to  go  on  with  it  under  some  other  name? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  Well,  we  would  hope  to  work  with  Congress  to  find 
something  that's  mutually  acceptable.  What  I  can  tell  you,  sir,  is 
that  I  came  to  Interior  only  10  months  ago,  and  by  the  time  I  came 
this  was  an  extremely  controversial  issue.  So  I've  spent  a  large 
part  of  my  time  trying  to  provide  people  with  information  about 
what  it  is  we  really  intend  to  do.  And  what  we  intend  to  do  is  not 
something  that  will  be  a  threat  to  private  property  rights.  We 
think  that  the  information  that  we  provide  will  help  private  prop- 
erty owners,  and  we  have  a  number  of  cases  already  where  the  in- 
formation that  we  have  provided  has  led  to  less  regulation.  And  we 
think  that  information  cuts  both  ways.  Sometimes  it  is  used  to  pro- 
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vide  more  protection  for  species,  but  just  as  often  it's  used  for  less 
regulation. 

And  we  have  a  number  of  cases,  for  example,  where  a  species  has 
not  been  listed  because  of  the  information  that  we've  provided,  and 
we've  worked  with  private  industry  and  we  have  found  cases  where 
there  were  solutions  outside  of  regulatory  context,  what  we  call 
win/win  solutions,  where  species  benefit  and  so  does  the  economy. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  you  could  provide  the  cases  to  which  you  refer 
for  the  record,  I  hope. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  we  can. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Win-Win  Solutions 

NBS  is  developing  a  science  program  that  will  help  identify  species  declines  before 
they  are  sufficient  to  require  listings,  to  identify  management  techniques  that  may 
help  slow  or  stop  declines,  outside  of  the  regulatory  context,  and  to  provide  informa- 
tion regarding  listed  species  that  can  support  development  of  management  ap- 
proaches that  accommodate  both  species  conservation  and  economic  activity. 

One  specific  case  in  which  researchers  now  with  NBS  contributed  to  a  down-list- 
ing is  that  of  the  Alaskan  Canada  goose,  in  which  NBS  research  contributed  to  a 
better  understanding  of  both  factors  limiting  recovery  and  to  the  distributions  of 
species  (versus  subspecies). 

In  Nevada,  NBS-funded  scientists  discovered  additional  Sand  Mountain  Blue  but- 
terflies distributed  over  a  highly  dispersed  host  plant  colony.  A  management  plan 
is  being  developed  that  directs  off-road  vehicle  traffic  away  from  these  host  plants. 
While  no  final  decision  has  been  made,  the  existence  of  a  more  widely  dispersed 
population  has  resulted  in  reduced  concern. 

A  new  NBS  program,  "Success  with  Species  at  Risk,"  fijnds  projects  to  assess  the 
status  and  trends  of  candidate  species  and  develop  alternatives  that  can  avoid  list- 
ing. Under  this  program,  NBS  is  collaborating  with  the  International  Paper  Com- 
pany to  identify  the  distribution  of  two  candidate  pitcher  plants  on  IP  lands  in  Ala- 
bama and  to  develop  management  options  that  preserve  the  plants  while  allowing 
continued  logging. 

In  several  cases,  NBS  is  participating  in  regional  habitat  conservation  plans  that 
will  hopefially  allow  economic  activity  to  proceed  in  tandem  with  species  conserva- 
tion. For  example,  A  partnership  between  NBS,  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  other 
public  and  private  partners  is  supporting  a  statewide  habitat  conservation  plan  for 
the  Kamer  Blue  butterfly,  a  federally  listed  species. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Yes? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Could  I  have  an  opportunity  to  respond 

Mr.  Taylor.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  To  your  question,  which  I  tried  to 
address  in  my  opening  remarks  because  we  know  that  the  issue  of 
whether  the  Biological  Service  remains  intact  or  not  is  a  central 
issue  this  year. 

I  wouldn't  disagree  with  you.  I  don't  think  there's  any  question 
that  in  some  ways  we  may  be  victims,  the  Secretary  and  some  of 
the  rest  of  us,  of  our  own  rhetoric  and  the  way  that  the  Biological 
Survey  was  presented  two  years  ago,  but  I  would  submit  to  you 
that  the  concerns,  legitimate  concerns,  that  were  raised  about 
going  on  private  property,  about  the  use  of  untrained  volunteers, 
and  which  both  the  Appropriations  Committee  and  the  authorizing 
committee  had  legislation  to  create  an  organic  charter  for  NBS  that 
passed  the  House  last  year — those  restrictions  and  those  concerns 
in  every  respect  have  been  honored  by  the  Department,  have  been 
embodied  in  the  organization  of  the  NBS. 
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And  I  think  after  18  months  we  have  an  agency  that  is  working. 
There  have  not  been  problems.  We  have  separated  science  and  reg- 
ulation and  built  some  important  new  State  partnerships.  And  in 
spite  of  the  aura  or  the  reputation  that  NBS  has  in  the  Congress, 
the  issue  now  is  whether  to,  you  know,  subject  this  agency  to  the 
adverse  impacts  that  are  going  to  be  caused  to  the  research  and  the 
programs  and  the  people  by  dismembering  it,  and 

Mr.  Taylor.  Let  me  ask  you 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  is  the  issue  that  I  would  hope  that  you 
would  look  at,  not  where  we  were  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  but  in 
light  of  some  success  and  no  problems,  what  do  we  do  now?  What 
is  the  best  thing  to  do  now? 

SCIENCE  SEPARATED  FROM  REGULATORS 

Mr.  Taylor.  Well,  your  last  sentence  is  certainly  where  I  would 
like  to  dwell,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  mean,  reality  is  reality.  What  hap- 
pened two  years  ago  happened;  it's  not  going  to  be  flushed  from 
people's  minds,  and  that's  why  I'm  saying  it  leaves  sort  of  a  pall 
of  feeling  out  there  that  we  can't  disregard. 

But  let  me  mention  one  other  thing.  You  were  talking  about  sep- 
aration of  science  from  the  regulators,  and,  yet,  you're  both  housed 
in  the  same  Department  and  sort  of  interchanged.  In  most  people's 
minds,  many  of  my  colleagues,  they  think  it's  just  pretense.  And  is 
there  any — can  you  have  a  separation  from  science  and  regulation 
when  you  sort  of  work  in  the  same  Department,  put  together,  an- 
swering to  the  same  master? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  I  think  you  can,  and  I  think  we  have  dem- 
onstrated that  it  does  work.  I  come  from  a  background  where  I  see 
the  need  for  better  quality  science  and  for  that  separation.  The  way 
in  which  things  work  now  is  our  scientists  do  not  get  involved  in 
policy  decisions.  I  think  that  the  clean  separation  between  what  is 
science  and  what  is  policy  decisions  is  a  big  step  forward  that  we 
have  made  in  terms  of  the  way  in  which  NBS  is  structured. 

We  also  feel  that  when  science  is  within  a  regulatory  agency, 
that  the  information  is  not  fully  scrutinized,  that  it's  held  too  close 
to  the  chest.  And  what  we  have  done  is  put  into  place  much  more 
by  way  of  rigorous  peer  review  processes,  and  we  have  made  the 
information  widely  available.  We  feel  the  information  is  not  just 
there  for  the  other  bureaus  to  use,  for  the  regulatory  bureaus;  we 
make  the  information  available  to  all  parties  involved  in  decisions. 
We  think  that  will  result  in  better  and  fairer  decisions. 

PRIVATE  LANDS 

Mr.  Taylor.  When  you  have — the  Service  attempts  to  survey  pri- 
vate lands,  as  you're  talking  about  now,  do  you  get  written  permis- 
sion from  the  landowners,  and  does  that  also  extend  to  the  point 
that,  when  you  review  aerial  photographs  of,  say,  my  farm,  do  you 
also  notify  me  you're  doing  that  and  get  any  sort  of  permission,  or 
do  you  just  assume  that  is  a  matter  that  can  be  done? 

Dr.  Pulliam.  Let  me  answer  that  in  two  parts.  We  did  listen 
very  carefully  to  Congress,  the  limits  that  were  put  onto  1845,  and 
we  did  put  into  place  a  very  strict  rule  about  written  permission 
to  produce  surveys  on  private  property. 
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As  far  as  the  aerial  photography  one,  our  aerial  photography 
work  is  remote  sensing  where  the  resolution  is  30  meters  on  the 
side.  We  can  tell  whether  or  not  you  have  deciduous  forests  on  your 
land  or  you  have  coniferous  forests,  but  we  certainly  can't  tell  if 
you  have  spotted  owls  or  salamanders  on  your  land. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Nethercutt? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Excuse  me  for  a  minute.  I  was  just  reading  the 
order  of  Secretary  Babbitt  that  went  out.  This  is  directed  to  Chair- 
man Livingston,  and — it  reiterates  that  "NBS  employees  do  not 
trespass  and  are  required  to  obtain  written  permission  for  any  new 
survey  work  on  private  property." 

And  then  there  was  a  question  two  years  ago  of  volunteers,  and 
it  goes  on  to  say,  "NBS  uses  only  qualified  and  trained  volunteers 
who  are  thoroughly  supervised,"  and  so  on. 

I  think  that  the  Secretary,  Mr.  Taylor,  has  tried  to  address  those 
concerns.  We  all  had  them  a  couple  of  years  ago. 

Mr.  Nethercutt? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  you  all. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Thank  you. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  noticed  in  your  statement  and  budget  request 
that  you're  seeking  a  $400,000  increase  for  research  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  to  develop  watershed  models. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  First  of  all,  how  much — what's  the  current 
amount  of  funding  and  what  would  be  the  total,  then,  with  the 
extra  $400,000? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  I  believe  the  funding  is  around  $3.6  million — is 
that  correct?  This  will  bring  it  up  to  about  $4  million  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  How  will  those  funds  be  spent? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  One  of  the  things  that  we  have  done,  or  the  pri- 
mary thing  that  we  have  done,  with  the  funds  so  far  is  to  establish 
for  a  wide  number  of  species  what  their  habitat  requirements  are 
and  their  habitat  distributions.  That's  basic  information,  but  it's 
not  the  information  that  decisionmakers  really  need  in  order  to  de- 
cide between  alternative  ways  of  managing  the  land. 

What  we're  doing  now  is  we're  trying  to  embed  that  information 
into  predictive  models,  these  landscape  models  that  were  referred 
to.  And  what  that  will  do,  we'll  be  able  to  say,  based  upon  alter- 
native ways  of  managing  the  land  resources,  what  the  con- 
sequences will  be  for  the  different  options,  both  in  terms  of  some 
of  the  terrestrial  species  and  in  terms  of  the  anadromous  fishes. 
One  of  the  main  things  we're  trying  to  do  in  those  models  is  to  link 
the  management  of  the  upland  forest  to  the  water  quality  habitat 
availability  in  the  streams,  the  habitat  for  anadromous  fishes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Is  there  any  magic  to  the  figure?  I  mean,  why 
$400,000?  Why  not  $100,000  or  $800,000?  How  do  you  predict  pre- 
cisely what  the  number  you're  going  to 
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Dr.  PULLIAM.  This  was  based  upon  an  interagency  study  of  the 
research  need  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  they  have,  actually,  re- 
quests for  substantially  more  information.  This,  I  have  to  admit,  is 
a  hybrid  figure  that  is  somewhere  between  what  the  scientists  say 
they  need  and  what  we  think  we  can  provide  to  that  work. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  what  scientists — ^to  what  scientists  do  you 
refer  when  you  say 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  There  are  two  primary  groups  that  are  associated 
with  our  work  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  There  is  a  large  group  at 
Oregon  State  University,  where  we  created  a  new  center  by  bring- 
ing together  people  who  were  in  BLM,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  Park  Service,  and  that  group  focuses  mostly  on  the  terrestrial 
species.  Then  there's  a  group  at  the  University  of  Washington  in 
Seattle,  Washington,  with  our  laboratory  there,  which  focuses  pri- 
marily on  the  fish  species. 

One  of  the  things  we're  trying  to  do  right  now  is  to  be  more  inte- 
grative; in  with  the  research  done  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
scientists  who  focused  on  fishes  did  not  work  very  much  with  the 
scientists  who  focused  on  the  upland  habitats.  We're  trying  to  pull 
that  together  as  one  seamless  picture  in  terms  of  how  the  overall 
land  management  influences  both  the  upland  species  and  the 
aquatic  species. 

AGENCY  RESEARCH  DUPLICATION 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'll  be  honest  with  you  in  saying  that,  with  all 
respect — and  I  just  sort  of  ran  down  a  few  other  agencies  that  do, 
I  assume,  similar  kinds  of  work  that  you  all  are  doing:  USGS,  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Forest 
Service,  BLM,  National  Parks,  departments  of  ecology  certainly  in 
our  State,  departments  of  wildlife.  I  mean,  it  seems  to  me — and  I 
say  it  respectfully  to  you — that  we  have  so  many  people  in  the  Fed- 
eral system  doing  so  much  research  and  studying,  I  would  venture 
to  say,  somewhat  precisely  the  kinds  of  things  that  you  all  are 
doing;  it  seems  to  me  there's  tremendous  duplication,  and  there 
may  be  no  magic  in  what  you  do  versus  what  someone  else  does. 
I'm  trying  to  have  you  justify  to  me  and  others  how  you  see  you 
all  being  different  than  all  the  other  Federal  expenditures  that  are 
made  in  this  effort. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Mr.  Nethercutt,  I  would  love  to  take  you  to  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  back  to  your  home,  actually,  and  to  show  you  some 
of  the  research  that  we're  doing  there  and  to  show  you  the  way  in 
which  that  research  is  being  coordinated  across  the  other  Federal 
agencies.  I  think  it  is  a  model  for  how  you  do  get  rid  of  duplication, 
how  you  do  focus  on  high  priorities. 

There  are  six  or  eight  different  agencies  that  are  doing  work  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  right  now,  and  this  is  one  of  the  first  times 
those  agencies  have  ever  done  an3rthing  which  is  one  coordinated 
effort  which  makes  certain  that,  first,  they're  not  duplicating  each 
other  and,  secondly,  that  the  efforts  they  put  in  complement  one 
another;  that  is,  the  methods  that  are  being  used  by  Forest  Service 
on  Forest  Service  lands  are  the  same  as  the  methods  that  NBS  is 
using  on  BLM  lands  or  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  lands.  This  is  a  model 
effort  to  show  that  Federal  agencies  can  work  together,  and  one  of 


539 

the  primary  NBS  roles  in  this  is  to  coordinate  that  effort  and  make 
sure  that  we're  not  dupHcating. 

NBS  SCIENCE 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Would  you  characterize  NBS  as  a  hard  science 
agency,  that  you're  going  to  produce  hard  scientific  data? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  I  think  that  you  could  characterize  our  re- 
search into  two  broad  categories  that  I  would  call  tactical  and  stra- 
tegic research.  Much  of  the  work  that  we  do,  since  we  serve  the 
needs  of  the  other  Interior  bureaus,  focuses  on  their  tactical  prob- 
lems, their  short-term  needs.  They  may  have  an  immediate  dieoff 
of  ducks  or  an  immediate  problem  of  overgrazing,  and  we're  able 
to  go  in  and  work  on  that  short-term  problem  and  find  a  solution. 
That's  not  enough,  however;  we  also  have  strategic  programs  which 
are  trying  to  look  at  a  much  broader  scale  and  longer  time  frame 
in  terms  of  what  the  research  needs  are  going  to  be  down  the  road, 
and  that,  I  think,  is  where  we're  making  the  greatest  progress. 
That's  where  we'll  be  able  now  to  be  more  provocative  and  to  pro- 
vide information  well  ahead  of  a  crisis. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  notice  in  your  statement  you  propose  to  dedi- 
cate funds  to  "the  understanding  of  the  relationship  between  social 
and  economic  factors  and  ecological  processes." 

Dr.  PULLIAM  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  That  doesn't  sound  to  me  like  it's  going  to 
produce  hard  scientific  data,  but  that  it's  more  social-oriented  and 
politically  correct,  trying  to  determine,  you  know,  how  to  use  re- 
sources and  make  judgments  that  way.  I'm  troubled  by  that. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  chair  an  interagency  committee  here  in  Washing- 
ton that  has  reviewed  the  scientific  capabilities  in  all  Federal  agen- 
cies related  to  these  kind  of  natural  resource  problems,  and  that 
committee  identified  as  the  No.  1  priority  in  terms  of  what  is  being 
left  out  of  the  science  is  the  socioeconomic  that  I  mentioned.  And 
what  is  meant  by  that,  sir,  is  the  way  in  which  human  decisions 
are  impacting  the  kinds  of  biologic  phenomena  that  we're  studying 
already. 

One  example  is  what  we're  doing  in  south  Florida  with  the  south 
Florida  restoration.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  spend  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  over  the  next  decade  in  terms  of  restoring  the 
hydrology  there.  There  will  be  economic  consequences  in  terms  of 
the  agricultural  areas  in  south  Florida,  in  terms  of  the  water  rates 
for  the  city  of  Miami,  and  for  the  species  of  wildlife  that  live  in  the 
Everglades. 

What  we're  doing  is  we're  trying  to  work  closely  with  economists, 
with  people  who  understand  the  economic  aspects,  to  provide  a 
more  complete  picture  of  both  the  scientific  aspects  and  biological 
consequences  and  the  economic  consequences  of  that  kind  of  activ- 
ity. 

COORDINATING  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  understand.  Just  one  final  question:  you 
know,  we  have  great  salmon  restoration  problems  out  our  way  in 
the  West,  and  there  are  so  many  agencies  and  subagencies  spend- 
ing so  much  money  on  salmon  restoration.  I  mean,  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  spends  $350  million  a  year.  They're  becom- 


540 

ing  uncompetitive  in  the  rate  structure  for  power  marketing.  We 
have  PUDs,  public  utility  districts,  that  are  spending  millions  of 
dollars  on  fish  recovery  and  study  and  analysis,  the  National  Ma- 
rine Fishery  Service — I  mean  down  the  line.  I  guess  that's  frustrat- 
ing to  me.  We're  spending  a  tremendous  amount  of  money. 

And  I  guess  what  I'm  looking  for,  in  my  simple  way,  is  we  had 
a  report  at  the  end  of  it  that's  going  to  do  us  some  good,  that's 
going  to  be  sustaining  forever,  and  I'm  not  so  sure  it  isn't  just  a 
fluid  analysis  that's  being  done  and  a  fluid  set  of  circumstances 
that  really  beg  the  question  of  whether  your  research  that's  done 
now  is  going  to  be  valuable  down  the  line.  It's  like  computers;  I 
mean,  you  buy  one  today;  it's  sort  of  outdated  next  week. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Could  I  respond  to  that 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  Congressman? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  think  your  instinct  about  a  lot  of  different  agen- 
cies out  there  doing  research  is  exactly  what  led  Secretary  Babbitt 
to  want  to  create  NBS  two  years  ago.  He  looked  around  the  Depart- 
ment and  he  said,  gee,  we've  got  biologists  in  the  Park  Service  and 
ELM  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  £ind  there  are  four  or  five 
places  you  go  in  this  Department,  and  if  we  could  put  these  people 
together,  we  would  have  some  efficiencies.  We  would  also  have  a 
single  place  within  the  Department  of  Interior  to  coordinate  with, 
rather  than  four  or  five  places  within  the  Department,  to  coordi- 
nate with  the  Forest  Service  and  NMS  and  the  EPA,  which  is 
equally  important. 

Now,  obviously,  absent  congressional  legislation  to  combine  the 
research  efforts  of  four  or  five  different  departments,  it's  not  some- 
thing that  one  Secretary  can  do,  although,  clearly,  coordinating 
those  efforts  better  has  been  something  that  has  been  important  to 
NBS. 

And  to  come  back  to  the  example  that  actually  someone  else  was 
asking  about,  and  you  asked  about  the  $400,000,  a  critical  path 
item  in  getting  timber  sales  under  the  President's  Forest  Plan  is 
to  do  these  watershed  analyses.  You've  got  four  or  five  agencies  in- 
terested in  having  input  into  what  kind  of  connection  between  the 
uplands'  impact  and  downstream  fish  habitat  is  going  to  have  to 
be  taken  account  of  in  these  watershed  analyses.  Having  a  single 
biological  research  agency  in  Interior  and  one  lead  place,  center  of 
responsibility,  to  work  directly  with  NMS,  EPA,  and  the  Forest 
Service  helps  to  develop  a  template  for  those  watershed  analyses, 
a  cookie  cutter  to  get  those  things  done,  which  is  what  we  need 
most  out  there.  And  if  you  break  up  NBS,  you  go  back  to  four  or 
five  subcenters  within  the  Interior  Department,  and  I  think  much 
less  of  a  capability  to  at  least  coordinate  between  the  different  de- 
partments that  are 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Let  me  quickly  respond  to  you.  It  seems  to  me 
like  we're  not  only  spending  NBS  money;  we're  spending — we're 
continuing  to  spend  in  all  the  other  agencies  the  same  kind  of 
money,  if  not  more,  on  the  same  kinds  of  functions.  So  I  guess  if 
we're  going  to  cut  Forest  Service  funding  or  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice funding  for  the  purposes  that  you  all  are  in  existence,  maybe 
that  makes  sense,  but  it  seems  to  me  like  we're  just — it's  getting 
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bigger  and  bigger  and  bigger,  and  we've  got  so  much  research  and 
so  much  expenditure  that  what  are  we  getting 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  think  you're  making  an  argument  for  consolida- 
tion of  different  departmental  research  agencies,  with  which  many 
of  us  would  probably  agree,  but  given  the  situation  that  we  have, 
which  is  we  have  research  bureaus  in  different  departments,  I 
guess  I  would  argue  to  you,  one,  we're  better  off  to  have  only  one 
rather  than  several  within  Interior;  and,  No.  2,  that  we  are — that 
helps  us  do  what  we  have  tried  to  do,  at  least  in  the  Northwest  in 
the  last  two  years,  which  is  begin  to  have  these  research  agencies 
talk,  work  together,  and  prioritize  their  work,  so  that  there  isn't 
overlap. 

Now  in  south  Florida,  I  know  that  the  existence  of  the  National 
Biological  Service  has  enabled  us  to  do  that  through  a  joint  sci- 
entific committee  of  10  or  11  Federal  and  State  agencies.  I  know 
it  has  saved  us  millions  of  dollars  in  overlap  in  south  Florida. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well 

Mr.  Frampton.  Whether  we're  succeeding  in  the  Northwest  to  do 
that,  I  can't 

Mr.  Yates.  Would  you  yield?  Would  you  yield  for  that  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  My  time  has  expired.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates 

Mr.  Yates.  I'm  going  to  let  Mr.  Skaggs  go  first,  but  I  just  want 
to  say,  is  it  true  what  our  friend,  Mr.  Nethercutt,  says  in  Interior? 
Is  there  money  being  spent  for  the  same  purpose  by  NBS  and  by 
other  constituent  agencies  of  Interior? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  No,  sir.  I  think  that  the  single  best  answer  to  what 
Mr.  Nethercutt  has  brought  up  is  that  three  years  ago,  if  we  were 
doing  this  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  there  would  have  been  seven 
bureaus  on  your  list  of  agencies  which  were  involved. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  That  was  not  exhaustive.  It  was  just 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  There  would  have  been  seven  from  Interior  alone, 
and  now  there's  one  that's  taking  that  same  role.  So  what  we  have 
done  is  to  greatly  decrease  that  kind  of  duplication  that  you're  talk- 
ing about. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'll  be  honest  with  you  and  say  I'm  not  con- 
vinced that  that's  the  case,  given  that  the  other  hearings  that  we've 
had  here  and  the  budget  items,  the  line  items  that  we've  looked  at 
and  talked  about 

Mr.  Yates.  But,  George,  what  would  convince  you?  What  could 
they  do  to  convince  you? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  really  think  it's  a  question  of  my  understand- 
ing that  really  truly  what  they're  doing  is  not  duplicative.  And,  as 
I  say,  when  you  look  at  the  Forest  Service  research  that's  being 
done  in  coordination — I  mean,  we've  got  the  East  Side  Ecosystem 
Management  Study  in  the  east  side  of  our  State,  the  Columbia 
River  area,  being  done  by  a  number  of  agencies  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior,  not  NBS,  but  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Forest 
Service — and  they're  all 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  But  as  far  as  research  scientists  doing  research  in 
that  area,  there's  one  agency  from  Interior  doing  it.  Many  other 
agencies  have  roles  in  terms  of  the  implementation  of  the  manage- 
ment. 


542 


Mr.  Yates.  George,  let  me  point  out  that  Forest  Service  is  part 
of  Agriculture  and  not  Interior. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  the  effort  is  being  made  to  combine  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  the  Interior  agencies,  and  when  that  happens,  I  assume 
that  the  research  which  you're  suggesting  is  being  done  in  the  For- 
est Service  will  then  go  into  the  National  Biological  Service.  Inas- 
much as  you  have  both  agencies  separate  now,  both  departments 
separate  now  contributes  to  that 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Mr.  Yates 

Mr.  Yates.  I  yield  to  Mr.  Skaggs. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I've  got  another  subcommittee  going- 


Mr.  Yates.  He  has  another  subcommittee  and  I  can't  take  up 
more  of  his  time.  I  did  already.  I'm  sorry,  David 

But  I  thought  it  was  necessary 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  To  try  to  satisfy  George  Nethercutt. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And  maybe  what  we  should  do  is  ask  the  Depart- 
ment to  provide  for  us  specific  figures  of  the  reductions  compared 
to  prior  years  before  NBS  in  the  research  activities  in  Park  Service, 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  the  other  agencies  that  have  had  that  re- 
search capability  shifted  to  NBS,  so  we  could  have  some  real  num- 
bers associated  with  this. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  table  below  shows  the  amount  of  funds  redirected  to  NBS  from  Department 
of  Interior  Agencies  upon  inception  in  FY  1994.  The  dollar  amount  indicated  rep- 
resents the  corresponding  reductions  in  the  Department  of  Interior  Agencies. 


FUNDS  TRANSFERRED  INTO  NBS  FROM  PARENT  BUREAUS- 
[Thousands] 


-FY  94 


Bureau 


Base 
transfer 


Percent 


FTE 
transfer 


1000 


1,559 


Percent 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  

Mineral  Management  Service 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 

Bureau  of  Mines 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

National  Park  Service 

Subtotal  138.024 


$9,213 

6.7 

$6 

0.4 

4.900 

36 

4 

0.3 

400 

03 

0 

0.0 

0 

00 

0 

0.0 

630 

05 

0 

0.0 

1,714 

1.2 

6 

0.4 

101.076 

73.2 

1,345 

86.3 

20,091 

146 

198 

12.7 

1000 


NBS  STATUTORY  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  wanted  to  make  sure  that  if  you're  headed  to  the 
gallows,  that  I  understand  your  crime.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  sometimes  they  go  to  the  gallows  without  hav- 
ing been  tried. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  think  you  should  repeat  that. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Oh,  I  said,  if  you  were  headed  to  the  gallows,  I 
wanted  to  understand  your  crime  and  let's  hope  we  still  have  ha- 
beas corpus  review  to  rely  on  here.  [Laughter.] 

Assertions  have  been  made  of  the  fundamental  arrogance  that's 
been  inherent  in  the  creation  of  the  Service.  As  I  understand  it — 
and  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong — nothing  is  going  on  under  the  organi- 
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zational  chart  box  of  NBS  that  was  not  authorized  under  prior  law 
to  be  conducted  by  whatever  constituent  organizations  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior?  Is  that  accurate? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  accurate.  If  I  can  give  one  example 
on  that,  when  NBS  was  set  up,  the  National  Wetlands  Inventory 
was  not  moved  to  NBS,  and  the  reason  was  that  Congress  had 
given  the  authority  for  doing  the  National  Wetlands  Inventory  not 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  but  to  the  Director  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  Only  those  activities  which  the  Congress  had 
given  the  authority  to  the  Secretary  were  moved  into  NBS.  In  that 
particular  case,  what  I  would  ask  you  is,  would  you  rather  have 
wetlands  being  inventoried  by  a  regulatory  agency  or  would  you 
rather  have  those  wetlands  being  inventoried  by  a  scientific  agen- 
cy? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Good  question,  but  not  one  before  us  at  the  moment, 
anyway. 

Further,  as  I  recall  the  provisions  of  the  appropriations  bills  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994  and  1995,  there  were  further  limitations  imposed, 
both  as  to  scope  of  activities  and,  if  you  will,  the  styling  of  those 
activities,  landowner  permission,  and  so  forth,  that  were  imposed 
by  Congress.  Now  have  you  complied  with  those? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We've  not  only  complied;  we  have  internalized 
them  as  policy  within  NBS.  We  have  a  very  strict  policy  about  ob- 
taining permission  to  work  on  private  land,  obtain  written  permis- 
sion for  new  surveys.  We  have  gone  well  beyond  what  Congress 
mandated  in  terms  of  the  use  of  volunteers.  We  have  a  very  strict 
policy  in  terms  of  the  training  and  capabilities  of  volunteers,  their 
supervision,  and  a  policy  which  allows  landowners  to  say  that  they 
do  not  want  volunteers  to  work  on  their  land;  we  would  not  have 
them  working  there. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  So,  again,  if  I  understand  it,  it  is  accurate  to  say 
that  you  are  acting  both  under  and  within  authority  granted  by 
Congress,  not  a  directive  of  the  Secretary? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  Yes,  sir,  I  believe  that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you. 

NBS  DISMEMBERMENT  OR  DISSOLUTION 

Let's,  not  that  I  want  to  assume  that  Mr.  Kasich's  suggestion  be- 
comes law,  but  I  think  we  need  to  understand  from  an  appropria- 
tions point  of  view  the  costs  that  would  come  with  dissolution  of 
the  Service.  I'm  not  sure  whether  that  means  the  dismemberment 
of  this  new  creature  with  your  body  parts  reverting  back  to  their 
former  agencies  or  whether  the  whole  thing  is  just  supposed  to  go 
away.  But  if  you'll  address  yourself  to  each  of  those,  both  the  eradi- 
cation and  the  dismemberment  scenarios 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  Yes,  sir.  I  think  there  are  two  points  I'd  like  to 
make.  One,  with  regard  to  the  budget  aspects  of  what  I  believe  Mr. 
Kasich  has  proposed:  our  understanding  is  that  the  budget  figures 
that  he  has  proposed  are  on  the  order  of  $60  million  less  than  we 
currently  have,  and  those  numbers  were  derived  by  saying  that  the 
inventory  monitoring  and  the  information  transfer  activities  of 
NBS  were  a  diversion  of  funds  from  former  research  activities. 
That  is  not  the  case.  As  I  explained  to  Mr.  Regula  earlier,  the  ac- 
tivities that  we  do  in  inventory  monitoring  and  information  tech- 
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nologies  were  in  the  budgets  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
Park  Service,  and  other  bureaus  previously.  They  were  simply  not 
called  information  technologies  and  inventory  monitoring.  This  is  a 
relabeling  of  those  functions. 

The  information  technologies,  for  example,  in  terms  of  all  the 
new  money  that  NBS  received  when  it  was  formed,  only  2  percent 
of  that  money  has  gone  for  new  information  technologies  activities. 
There  has  been  no  diversion  of  funds  from  research.  In  fact,  re- 
search is  the  single  biggest  increase  in  terms  of  our  budget. 

So  to  go — to  take  the  budget  figures  that  Mr.  Kasich  has  pro- 
posed would  get  rid  of  all  of  the  inventory  and  monitoring  activities 
which  go  back  30  to  40  years  in  the  Interior  Department,  things 
like  the  assessment  program  of  all  the  fishes  in  the  Great  Lakes, 
things  like  our  information  on  migratory  birds.  That  is  the  core 
work  which  is  necessary  for  saying  what  the  trends  are.  That's  the 
basis  of  most  of  the  research  that  we  actually  do  conduct. 

Secondly,  we  understand  the  other  aspect  of  some  of  the  propos- 
als is,  in  essence,  pulling  apart  the  research  efforts  that  we  have 
and  putting  them  back  into  the  home  bureaus.  I  believe  that  would 
be  a  giant  step  backward  for  NBS.  I  think  it  would  be  back  to  a 
series  of  problems  that  have  occurred  in  the  past.  I  think  the  big- 
gest single  argument  for  leaving  things  the  way  they  are  is  a  true 
separation  between  the  regulatory  function  of  the  Department  and 
the  scientific  function  of  the  Department.  I  think  that,  in  addition 
to  that,  that  to  this  point,  after  a  year  and  a  half,  to  have  another 
major  reorganization  would  result  in  major  loss  of  productivity. 
Even  if  there  were  no  funds  that  were  reduced,  it  would  result  in 
a  major  loss  of  productivity.  Having  gone  through  a  merger  of  these 
several  bureaus  and  now  to  pull  them  apart  would  lose  all  the 
progress  that  we  have  made  in  terms  of  integrating  programs, 
being  able  to  cross  the  boundaries  of  Interior  lands  with  common 
protocols  and  standards.  Again,  sir,  I  think  it  would  be  a  great  loss. 

Mr.  Yates.  Would  you  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I'm  not  sure  you  answered  Mr.  Skaggs'  ques- 
tion. I  thought  that  part  of  the  assumption  of  his  question  was, 
what  would  happen  in  the  event  that  NBS  was  terminated.  Your 
answer  assumes  that  the  constituent  parts  that  came  into  NBS 
would  then  go  back  to  where  they  were.  Does  Mr.  Kasich  assume 
that  they  will  not  go  back  to  those  agencies? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  have  not  had  any  specific  information 
about 

Mr.  Yates.  I  mean,  his  figures,  do  they  assume  that  you  won't 
go  back  to  those  other  agencies  in  the  money  that  was  saved? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  What  is  cut  in  the  budget  figures  that  he  has  pro- 
vided is  about  $60  million  a  year,  which  is  over  a  third  of  our  total 
activities.  So  our  assumption  is  that  the  remaining  portions  would 
go  back  to  the  other  agencies. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see. 

delisting  based  on  NBS  SCIENCE 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  especially  with  respect  to  the  inventory  and 
monitoring  activities,  you're  up  against  the  old  notion  that  igno- 
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ranee  is  bliss,  which  seems  operative  around  here  in  all  sorts  of 
ways  lately.  So  you  need  to  have  some  refutation  of  that 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skaggs  [continuing].  Developed  for  real  bumper  sticker- 
length  stuff. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  One  of  the  things  that  we  have  pointed  out  time 
and  again  is  that  information  cuts  both  ways.  The  better  informa- 
tion can  be  used  for  more  protection  of  species,  but  it  can  also  be 
used  for  less  regulation.  And  we  have  a  growing  list  of  cases  where 
projects  which  were  initiated  under  NBS  are  now  leading  to  species 
being  down-listed  or  species  not  being  listed  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  or  are  leading  to  solutions  outside  of  the  regulatory 
context.  We  think  that  is  demonstration  of  the  fact  that  informa- 
tion can  lead  to  fairer  decisions  into  the  Federal  Grovernment. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  and  I  echo  Mr.  Taylor's  request  that  you  lay 
upon  the  record  a  full  treatment  of — especially  where  the  science 
that  you're  doing  has  now  informed  de-listing  decisions,  I  think 
that  would  help  write  the  balance  in  the  debating. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We'd  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Delisting  Based  on  NBS  Science 

NBS  is  committed  to  providing  scientific  information  in  a  comprehensive  and  accessible 
format  that  will  enable  decision-makers  to  predict  potential  effects  of  policy  and  management 
changes  before  negative  consequences  arise.    In  this  regard,  a  key  strategy  of  NBS  is  to 
focus  efforts  on  species  that  have  not  been  listed,  in  an  effort  to  ensure  that  declining  species 
are  identified  before  they  require  listing,  and  thus  can  be  addressed  outside  of  a  regulatory 
context. 

0  A  new  NBS  program,  "Success  with  Species  at  Risk,"  funds  projects  to  assess  the 

status  and  trends  of  candidate  species  and  develop  alternatives  that  can  avoid  listing. 
Under  this  program,  NBS  is  collaborating  with  the  International  Paper  Company  to 
identify  the  distribution  of  two  candidate  pitcher  plants  on  IP  lands  in  Alabama  and  to 
develop  management  options  that  preserve  the  plants  while  allowing  continued 
loggmg. 

o  In  Nevada,  NBS-fimded  scientists  discovered  additional  Sand  Mountain  Blue 

butterflies  distributed  over  a  highly  dispersed  host  plant  colony.    A  management  plan 
is  being  developed  that  directs  off-road  vehicle  traffic  away  from  these  host  plants. 

o  NBS  research  contributed  to  reopening  the  hunting  season  for  the  Cackling  Canada 

goose.  Understanding  the  causes  of  decline  led  to  recovery  of  the  species  and 
reopening  of  the  season  after  ten  years. 

Major  components  of  the  NBS  science  program  deal  with  issues  unrelated  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  For  example: 

o  NBS  research  has  led  to  increased  opportunities  for  both  commercial  and  recreational 

fisheries,  such  as  the  dramatic  recovery  of  striped  bass  populations  on  the  east  coast. 

o  NBS  researchers  have  been  deeply  involved  in  waterfowl  issues  in  Alaska,  dealing 

with  cases  such  as  the  Alaska  Canada  goose,  which  was  down-listed  from  endangered 
to  threatened,  and  the  Emperor  goose  and  black  brant,  in  which  key  management 
decisions  for  these  declining  species  will  and  have  relied  on  science  produced  in  units 
now  in  NBS. 

Another  key  NBS  strategy  is  for  NBS  to  develop  collaborative  relationships  with  both 
scientists  and  decision-makers  in  particular  regions,  so  as  to  improve  both  the  flow  of 
information  to  decision-makers,  and  to  ensure  that  scientists  are  focusing  on  relevant 
concerns. 

Examples  of  this  approach  include: 

o  NBS'  work  in  South  Florida,  where  NBS  co-chairs  an  interagency  team  that  is 

developing  predictive  models  to  help  guide  the  Corps  of  Engineers  review  of  changes 
to  the  Central  and  South  Florida  Project. 

o  NBS  is  participating  in  a  multi-agency,  multi-state  effort  to  provide  information 

needed  to  conduct  a  regional  assessment  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  that  will  support 
forest  planning  in  the  Southern  Appalachian  region. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates? 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  was  going  to  yield  to  Mr.  Taylor.  He  wanted 
me  to  yield  before  when  I  couldn't;  I  had  to  go  back  to — is  he  com- 
ing back;  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  No,  he  had  another  committee. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

CONGRESSIONAL  SUPPORT  OF  NBS 

Well,  I  merely  wanted  to  point  out  and  respond  to  the  assertion 
of  Mr.  Taylor  about  the  fact  that  Mr.  Kasich  wants  to  do  away  with 
the  functioning  of  NBS;  that  Mr.  Kasich  is  really  not  the  Supreme 
Being  of  the  Congress  and  that  not  everybody  marches  to  the  gos- 
pel according  to  St.  John;  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact — well,  on  the 
contrary,  heretics  are  now  appearing  in  the  Republican  Party.  They 
are.  [Laughter.] 

You'll  find  at  least  102  members  of  your  party  who  are  protesting 
the  form  of  the  tax  bill.  At  least  I  read  that  in  the  paper.  Now  I 
don't  know 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  democracy. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  it's  heresy,  too. 

Mr.  Regula.  This  is  all  off  the  record.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Yours  may  be  off  the  record;  mine's  on  the  record.  No, 
no,  my  statement  is  on  the  record. 

And  who  knows?  There  may  be  more  heretics  who  believe  that 
the  National  Biological  Service  may  be  doing  a  constructive  job.  I 
wouldn't,  you  know — I  don't  think  it's  too  much  to  believe  that 
there  may  be  one  or  two  heretics  in  the  Republican  Party,  Ralph; 
even  you  left  it  occasionally. 

NBS  SALMON  STUDIES 

Now  you  talked  about  watershed  analyses.  Do  any  of  your  water- 
shed analyses  pertain  to  the  question  of  the  destruction  of  the 
salmon? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  they  very  much  do.  We  have  not  just  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest,  but  salmon  work  also  going  on  in  the  North- 
east. We  have  responsibility  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for 
anadromous  fishes,  and  we  focus  a  lot  of  our  work  on  the  way  in 
which  management  decisions  impact  the  habitat  availability  for 
those  fishes. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  can  you  do,  then,  about  the  efforts  of  the  Forest 
Service?  You  don't  control  that.  You  can  deal  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  directly  because  they're  in  Interior. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  true. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  Forest  Service  now  comes  along  and  is  faced  with 
having  a  maximum  cut  as  a  result  of  Mr.  Taylor's  amendment. 
They've  got  to  go  out  and  get  the  insect-infested  trees,  the  fire  burn 
trees — I'm  glad  you  came  in,  Norman  [referring  to  Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Do  you  need  help? 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  no,  no.  No,  no.  No,  no,  on  the  contrary,  I  think 
on  this  question  you  probably  need  help.  [Laughter.] 

I'm  talking  about  IVIr.  Taylor's  amendment  in  which  you  have  an 
interest  and  the  watershed  analyses  that  Mr.  Pulliam  said  they 
were  doing  in  NBS.  And  I  had  seen  the  criticism  raised  with  re- 
spect to  the  Taylor  amendment  that  the  size  of  this  cut  and  the 
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pressure  on  the  Forest  Service  to  achieve  the  minimum  goals  may, 
indeed,  result  in  the  silting  of  streams  that  salmon  use;  it  may  re- 
sult in  the  extra  movement  of  metal  downstream  to  places  where 
the  salmon  come,  and  that,  as  a  result  of  that  amendment,  what- 
ever efforts  are  being  made — and  perhaps  they  include  yours,  and 
that's  what  I  want  to  find  out — but  carrying  out  that  amendment 
to  the  minimums  that  are  required  in  it  would  destroy  watersheds. 
Do  you  have  any  opinion  on  that? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir.  My  opinion,  basically,  is  in  the  form  that 
many  of  the  things  that  you  have  mentioned  are  scientific  ques- 
tions which  are  currently  under  inquiry;  that  is,  whether  or  not 
there  will  be  increased  metals  in  the  waters  discharged,  what  the 
sedimentation  patterns  are. 

We  know  an  awful  lot  at  this  point  about  some  of  those  things 
in  terms  of  watershed  level  studies  that  have  indicated  the  impacts 
of  various  methodologies  of  cutting  forests  on  water  chemistry.  We 
do  not  have  complete  answers  to  most  of  the  things  that  you  are 
bringing  up.  I  think  what  it  does  is  it  points  out  the  need  for  more 
scientific  inquiry. 

If  I  could  generalize  that,  sir,  I  think  that  what  we're  seeing  now 
in  terms  in  the  Congress  wanting  regulatory  reform,  or  at  least 
some  Congress  Members  wanting  regulatory  reform,  and  perhaps 
slowing  down  regulations,  that  if  that's  done,  it  is  a  time  in  which 
we  ought  to  be  speeding  up  scientific  inquiry.  So  that  when  those 
decisions  do  finally  get  made,  they  will  be  better  informed  deci- 
sions. 

COORDINATING  RESEARCH  WITH  FOREST  SERVICE 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  I  go  back  to  the  question  asked  by  Mr. 
Nethercutt.  Does  the  Forest  Service  have  an  agency  comparable  to 
yours  to  advise  it  in  connection  with  the  proposed  mission  to  in- 
crease its  cut  under  the  Taylor  amendment? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Forest  Service  has  a  branch  which  deals  with  re- 
search questions  on  Forest  Service  lands.  I  think  one  thing 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  that  a  duplication  of  yours? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  No,  sir,  that's  something  that's  been,  I  think,  an 
unprecedented  and  coordinated  effort  not  only  in  the  Pacific  North- 
west, where  there  is  a  coordinating  body  which  makes  the  decisions 
in  terms  of  priorities  for  research,  but  also  here  in  Washington  we 
have  had  very  strong  links  between  NBS  and  the  Forest  Service. 
We  have  had  Forest  Service  liaisons  who  have  spent  full  time  in 
NBS  as  we  have  developed  our  programs.  We  have  looked  very 
carefully  to  make  sure  that  we're  not  duplicating  efforts  and  that 
we  are  complementing  what  one  another  is  doing. 

Mr.  Yates.  So  that  your  research  on  watersheds  is  being  adopted 
by  the  Forest  Service? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  Our  research  on  watersheds  is  being  incorporated, 
I  believe,  into  their  decision,  but  not  necessarily  to  say  adopted. 
What  we  do  is  we  provide  the  foundation,  the  scientific  informa- 
tion, that  decisionmakers  can  use.  We  do  not  have  a  role  in  deter- 
mining how  that  information  is  incorporated  into  their  decisions. 

Mr.  Yates.  Your  watershed  research  will  be  directly  imposed  or 
placed  upon  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  connection  with 
the  Taylor  amendment's  mandate  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
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ment  to  increase  the  size  of  their  cut,  I  think,  from  30 — what  is  it, 
30  milhon  board — 30  million  board  feet  to  115  million  board  feet? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  We  will  be  able  to  provide  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment information  about  the  differences  between  those  levels  of  cuts 
in  terms  of  impacts  on  the  stream  and  the  fishes  in  those  streams. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Dicks? 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  first  of  all,  I  would  just  make  a  point,  and  that 
is  that  I'm  certain  Mr.  Taylor  would  agree  with  this,  that  we  expect 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service 
to  prepare  sales  that  are  properly  assessed.  They  have  to  do  an  en- 
vironmental assessment,  and  there  has  to  be  a  biological  opinion. 
You  have  to  look  at  the  effect  on  endangered  species,  or  be  taken 
to  court  if  you  don't  do  that  properly. 

And  this  isn't  the  Forest  Service  of  previous  administrations;  this 
is  the  Forest  Service  of  Jack  Ward  Thomas  and  Jim  Lyons  and  Al- 
bert Grore  and  Bill  Clinton  and  George  Frampton,  and  that  has 
something  to  say  about  how  the  Forest  Service  operates.  So  I'm 
very  confident  that  when  the  sales  are  prepared  that  they  will  be 
sales  that  are  not  going  to  do  damage  to  the  fish,  that  are  not  going 
to  cause  serious  environmental  problems.  And  the  reality  of  it  is  in 
the  country  today  there's  somewhere  between  18  and  21  billion 
board  feet  of  dead,  dying,  diseased,  bug-infected  trees.  The  whole 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  try  to  see  if  we  can't  get  from 
what  the  administration  wants  to  do,  3  billion  board  feet,  up  to 
closer  to  6  billion  board  feet,  leaving  two-thirds  of  those  trees  out 
there  to  rot,  decay,  decompose.  And  I  know  that  has  a 

Mr.  Yates.  And  improve  habitat. 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  didn't  interrupt  you,  Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  sorry.  Sorry. 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  can't  even  get  any  time  to  me  any  more,  let  alone 
[laughter]  anyway 

Mr.  Yates.  Did  you  ask  for  it? 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  I  didn't  have  to  because  Mr.  Regula  gave  it  to 
me. 

Mr.  Yates.  What's  your  complaint  if  you  didn't  ask  for  it? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Dicks.  No  complaint;  just  the  interruption. 

And  so  what  we're  saying  is  that  two-thirds  of  it  is  out  there  to 
decompose,  and  I  realize  that  that  is  important,  that  for  the  habi- 
tat, for  the  spotted  owl,  these  decomposed  trees  are  important. 

But  I  would  also  remind  the  committee,  and  my  good  friend,  Sid 
Yates,  who  is  truly  a  patriot  a  person  I  have  the  most  highest  re- 
gard and  respect  for  in  the  Congress,  who  was  a  great  chairman 
of  this  committee 

Mr.  Yates.  Then  why  didn't  you  let  me  interrupt  you?  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  because  I  didn't  interrupt  you  and  I  know  that 
you 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  the  first  time,  though.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  I  can  get  better  at  it. 

And  so  you're  going  to  have  two-thirds  of  it  that  is  going  to  de- 
compose, but  you've  got  to  also  remember  that  in  the  State  of 
Washington  timber  harvesting  has  gone  down  by  about  95  percent. 
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85  to  95  percent  reduced,  and  we  have  mills  out  there  that  are  des- 
perate to  have  a  few  trees  to  run  through  these  mills.  And  we 
have — the  cost  of  lumber  for  houses  has  gone  up  from  $5,000  to 
$7,000  per  house. 

We've  thrown  a  lot  of  people  out  of  work,  and  they  sit  there  and 
they  say,  "Congressman,  here  is  a  tree  that  is  still  usable,  but  it's 
going  to  decompose  and  be  unusable  in  two  or  three  years  unless 
we  act  now."  We  have  silviculturalists  at  the  University  of  Wash- 
ington, people  like  Chad  Oliver,  who  have  pointed  out  that  forest 
health  is  a  serious  problem  in  the  West,  and  the  preservationist  ap- 
proach has  created  a  disastrous  forest  fire  potential,  where  we 
could  spend  up  to  a  billion  dollars — we  spent  a  billion  dollars  last 
year  fighting  these  forest  fires.  And  these  silviculturalists  tell  us — 
these  are  scientists;  these  are  not  people  without  credentials — that 
clearing  out  some  of  this  understorage,  taking  out  some  of  this 
dead,  dying,  diseased,  bug-infested  trees,  will  help  with  that  forest 
health  problem.  It  will  help  reduce  the  prospects  of  additional  for- 
est fires,  and  it  isn't  just  on  the  Federal  lands.  You've  got  State 
lands  at  risk.  You've  got  private  lands  at  risk.  We  have  some  stew- 
ardship responsibilities,  in  my  judgment,  here. 

And  this  committee  has  seen  a  dramatic  decline  from  about  11 
billion  board  feet  down  to  less  than  4.9  billion  board  feet — 3.9  bil- 
lion board  feet  in  terms  of  sales  nationwide.  That's  loss  of  revenue 
to  the  Grovemment. 

And  so  I  would  just  remind  my  colleagues  that  what  we're  talk- 
ing about  is  that  we've  dramatically  reduced  timber  harvesting  and 
here  are  some  dead,  dying,  diseased,  bug-infested  trees  and  there 
are  credible  scientists  out  there  who  say,  by  taking  them  out,  we're 
going  to  improve  the  health  of  the  forest;  we're  going  to  reduce  the 
potential  of  forest  fire,  and  we're  going  to  earn  some  revenues  for 
the  treasury.  And  I  am  confident  that  the  leadership  of  this  admin- 
istration are  going  to  prepare  these  sales  in  a  way  that  will  not 
harm  the  riparian  zone,  and  I  want  them  to  do  that.  But  there  is — 
all  we're  talking  about  is  using  one-third  of  that  potential. 

And  I'd  like  to  see  some  science  focused  on  doing  things  rather 
than  just  this  preservationist  model,  which  is  abhorrent  in  Nature. 
Nature  isn't  in  a  static  state,  preservation  mode.  We  have  tremen- 
dous fires.  We  have  tremendous  blowdown.  I  mean,  it  is  a  dynamic, 
changing  landscape. 

And  this  idea  that  we  can  just  take  the  forest  and  put  a  fence 
around  it  in  the  name  of  preservation  and  the  static  state  model 
I  think  is  just  completely  without  any  scientific  underpinning.  So 
I  wanted  to  make  that  point,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I  would  also  say  this:  I  come  here  as  someone  who  supports 
the  National  Biological  Survey.  I  think  we  need  science.  I'm  not 
afraid  of  science.  I'm  not  afraid  to  have  these  issues  debated.  And 
I  think — and  I  look  to  Mr.  Frampton's  statement — the  fact  that 
you've  got  a  Biological  Survey  out  there  doesn't  mean  you're  going 
to  have  more  species  listed;  it  might  mean  that  you  can  figure  out 
that  it  doesn't  need  to  be  listed  because  you've  done  the  science  and 
you  know  what  you're  talking  about.  And  that's — the  biggest  prob- 
lem, the  most  frustrating  thing,  as  someone  who  has  lived  through 
this  in  my  part  of  the  world,  is  when  you  come  up  on  something 
like  the  marbled  murrelet,  where  there  is  no  scientific  information. 
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and  it  takes  three  or  four  years  to  go  out  and  do  the  protocols  and 
do  all  the  studies  to  find  out  about  it,  and,  yet,  we  have  a  listing 
that  the  Service  didn't  want,  but  the  court  imposed,  and  it  causes 
an  enormous  dislocation. 

And  so  I'd  urge  my  colleagues  to  think  through  this.  If  we  had 
had  the  Biological  Survey  and  they  had  the  studies  on  marbled 
murrelets,  we  might  not  have  had  to  have  this  tremendous  disloca- 
tion in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  And  if  had  had  a  better  count  on 
spotted  owls  and  understood  the  relationship  with  habitat,  we 
might  not  have  had  to  had  these  listings. 

So  I  would  urge  us  in  the  name  of  trying  to  be  a  moderate — see, 
I'm  not  one  of  the  extreme  left  or  the  extreme  right.  I'm  one  of 
these  people  who  tries  to  call  on  the  merits 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  does  he  look  at  me  when  he  says,  "extreme  left?" 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  I  thought  you'd  be  proud  of  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  would  I  be  proud  to  be  an  extremist? 

Mr.  Dicks.  Well,  you're  not  extreme.  You've  never  been  extreme, 
but  you're  certainly  part  of  the  liberal  wing  of  the  Democratic 
Party. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  am  that. 

Mr.  Dicks.  And  you're  proud  to  be  there;  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  am  proud.  I  am. 

Mr.  Dicks.  Anyway,  I'm  in  the  middle.  I'm  in  the  middle.  I'm  try- 
ing to  make  these  things  work. 

Mr.  Yates.  But,  Norman 

Mr.  Dicks.  And  I  support  what  you're  doing,  and  I  think  that 

Mr.  Yates.  But  you  shifted  from  me  now  to  Mr.  Nethercutt  on 
this  last  one. 

Mr.  Dicks.  No,  no,  he's  a  moderate. 

Mr.  Yates.  Are  you  with  this  group,  the  Biological  Survey? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Am  I  with  them? 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dicks.  He's  not  against  them. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'm  sitting  now  near  them  at  the  table,  but 
I 

[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  No,  no,  but  I  had  the  impression  from  what  your 
questioning  was  that  you  considered  them  duplicative. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  want  them  to  justify  their  existence. 

Mr.  Yates.  Right.  He's  already  convinced  that's  the  reason,  you 
know — Norman — oh,  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  the  gentleman 

Mr.  Dicks.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  From  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  his  time  has  expired.  [Laughter.] 

court's  use  of  nbs  research 

Mr.  Regula.  I  have  a  question.  Did  I  understand  you  correctly 
to  say  that  endangered  species  determinations  were  being  made  by 
courts 

Mr.  Dicks.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  Without  scientific  basis? 
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Mr.  Dicks.  That's  correct.  What  they  do  is  they  get  a  petition, 
and  they  were  taken  into  court,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice— correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  here — they  wanted  to  spend  more  time 
looking  into  the  murrelet.  They  didn't  feel  they  had  a  scientific 
basis  yet  to  make  a  decision  about  whether  to  list  it.  The  judge  dis- 
agreed and  made  them  list  it. 

And  then  when  you  ask  them  about  the  information,  "What  do 
we  know  about  murrelets",  it's  taken  two  or  three  years  just  to 
build  up  a  basic  understanding  of  these  birds  and  where  they  fly, 
what  their  habitat  is,  and  all  the  things  about  it.  So  we're — but 
we're  under  the  restrictions  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  in  my 
mind,  without  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  first  instance 
having  had  the  basic  information.  That's  why  you  need  the  Biologi- 
cal Survey,  to  go  out  and  look  at  these  potential  problem  areas,  and 
the  murrelet  was  clearly  going  to  be  a  problem. 

Mr.  Yates.  Did  you  hear  that,  George? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  heard  it. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  think  the  courts  would  be  less  inclined  to 
make  these  orders  knowing- 


Mr.  Dicks.  If  it  was  good  information- 


Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  Knowing  there  was  an  NBS  available? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  If  I  could  comment  on  that,  sir,  I  don't  know 
enough  of  the  details  in  the  marbled  murrelet  situation,  but  I  can 
say  that,  from  my  perspective,  coming  new  into  Government,  that 
I  am  convinced  that  we  can  have  better  information  being  provided 
for  these  kinds  of  decisions.  The  regulators,  I  think,  feel  compelled 
to  make  decisions  based  on  the  best  available  information,  and  it 
is  the  case  that  often  the  best  available  information  is  inadequate 
information,  since  we  do  not  know  a  lot  about  some  of  these  spe- 
cies. 

In  terms  of  Mr.  Dicks'  comments,  my  father  is  a  homebuilder  and 
I  have  heard  many  times  the  arguments  about  higher  lumber 
prices,  and  I  certainly  understand  the  need  to  balance  some  of 
these  kinds  of  concerns.  And  what  I  would  say,  in  general,  is  that 
good  science  is  going  to  be  the  key  to  finding  the  ways  of  having 
a  prosperous  economy,  in  this  case  to  finding  a  way  to  have  good 
timber  harvest,  without  degrading  the  environment.  Grood  science 
is  going  to  be  at  the  basis  of  our  ability  to  meet  both  of  those  goals. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Nethercutt,  do  you  have  additional  questions? 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  INFORMATION  INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  just  have  a  couple.  I  noticed  in  your  budget 
request  you  requested  $2.9  million  to  improve  access  to  biological 
information,  but  my  understanding  is  that  much  of  the  information 
that  you  all  provide  can  be  found  in  libraries  and  museums,  and 
so  on.  What's  the  magic  in  $2.9  million?  Why  do  we  need  to  have 
that  kind  of  an  expenditure  in  this  tight  budget  time  that  we're 
looking  at? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  One  of  the  primary  focuses  of  NBS  is  on  increased 
access  to  information.  It  relates  to  this  question  of  decisions  being 
made  without  adequate  scientific  information.  We  are  convinced, 
and  we  now  can  support  with  quantitative  information,  that  there 
is  far  more  information,  already  good  information,  in  existence 
than  is  being  incorporated  into  decisions.  Much  of  this  information 
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is  in  State  governments  in  their  game  and  fish  departments.  Much 
of  it  is  in  museums  and  the  university  community.  Much  of  it  is 
scattered  among  the  various  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

One  of  the  roles  that  NBS  can  play  is  to  make  that  information 
available,  and  we  have  put  a  large  emphasis  on  just  that.  That  $2.9 
million  that  you  mentioned,  part  of  that  is  directed  at  what  we  call 
our  State  partnership  program.  We,  so  far,  have  five  States  where 
we  have  prototype  programs  working  with  the  States  to  make  the 
information  in  those  States  available  to  all  decisionmakers,  not  just 
in  the  State  government,  but  to  homebuilders,  to  land  developers, 
to  conservationalists,  to  a  wide  variety  of  people  who  have  a  stake 
in  the  decisions.  We  think  that  better  access  to  existing  information 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  more  informed  decisions. 

REINVENTING  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  don't  quarrel  with  your  premise,  your  thesis 
for  that.  I  guess  the  question  is,  again,  in  tight  financial  times,  I 
mean,  is  that  a  priority  for  you  when  this  information,  as  you  say, 
is  currently  disseminated?  It  may  not  be  coordinated  like  we  all 
want  to  in  the  best  of  all  worlds,  but  I  guess  I'm  wondering — that 
leads  me  into  my  next  question  about  the  President's  reinvention 
of  government.  I'm  always,  frankly,  a  little  suspicious  of  that 
phrase.  It's  used — it's  become  a  cliche,  and  I'm  not  so  sure  it's  a 
very  good  one. 

What  have  you  all  done  to  reinvent  yourselves  or  invent  your- 
selves or  do  whatever  it  is  that  is  supposed  to  be  done  by  this 
reinvention  approach  that  the  President  has? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Regarding  reinvention,  I  think  that  NBS  is  a  model 
in  the  sense  of  lean  administration  and  getting  the  funds  to  the  sci- 
entists. If  you  look  at  our  budget,  you'll  find  that  less  than  10  per- 
cent of  our  budget  is  administration,  and  that  is  much  better  than 
almost  any  other  bureau  in  Interior  and  outside  of  Interior.  We 
have  made  great  efibrts  to  have  an  efficient  way  of  making  deci- 
sions. We  have  also  worked  very  hard  to  make  certain  that  the  de- 
cisions we're  making  are  actually  linking  the  expenditures  of  those 
dollars  to  where  the  real  needs  are.  We've  put  in  place  what  we  call 
an  information  needs  process  where  we  work  with  the  other  bu- 
reaus; we  work  with  States;  we  work  with  the  people  who  have  to 
make  the  decisions  to  prioritize  what  the  research  needs  are.  We 
think  that  results  in  increased  efficiencies. 

Your  point  about  $2.9  million  for  making  information  available 
does  show  that  in  NBS  we  put  that  as  our  highest  priority.  If  you 
think  in  terms  of  the  number  of  decisions  that  are  going  to  be  made 
in  the  next  couple  of  years  and  the  fact  that  there  will  not  be  time 
to  go  out  and  initiate  hundreds  of  new  studies  to  inform  those  deci- 
sions, the  best  use  of  dollars  I  think  at  this  point  is  to  make  certain 
that  current  information  that  we  already  have  is  there  to  make  de- 
cisions. We  are  focusing  a  lot  of  our  effort  on  determining  just  what 
is  available  now  and  making  that  information  available  to 
decisionmakers. 

NBS  FULL-TIME  EMPLOYEE  LEVELS 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Have  you  reduced  your  force  at  all? 
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Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  we  have.  Our  current  staffing  is  down  by 
about  100  from  the  time  at  which  NBS  was  formed.  I  think  the 
numbers  are  about  90,  85  or  90  down  from  what  we  started. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  what — I'm  sorry,  I  didn't  mean  to  inter- 
rupt you.  What  are  you  now?  What's  your  level  of  full-time  employ- 
ees? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  The  number,  I  believe,  is  about  1,840 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Rough  estimate.  I  don't  want  to  test  your 
memory. 

Dr.  PULLIAM  [continuing].  Seventeen  eighty-seven.  Eighteen 
forty-nine  was  the  size  of  NBS  in  terms  of  the  number  of  employees 
that  were  transferred  from  other  bureaus.  We're  now  down  to 
under  1,800.  We  have  a  long-term  plan  in  terms  of  increased 
downsizing.  What  we  feel  is  we  need  to  have  better  supported  sci- 
entists, not  more  scientists.  We  need  to  have  scientists  who  have 
the  resources  to  get  the  work  done  that  they're  being  asked  to  do. 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Is — and  your  budget  is — ^your  total  budget  is 
what? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Our  budget  is  $167  million. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  you've  got  about  1,750  employees,  rough- 
ly? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  roughly  the  case. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  a  lot  of  your  money  goes  to  universities 
and  elsewhere 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Universities  and  State  cooperators,  that's  right. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  let's — your  FTEs  are  about  the  same  or  rough- 
ly the  same  as — prior  to  forming  NBS,  but  the  budget's  up,  what, 
$25  million?  So  if  you  aren't  spending  it  on  any  more  people,  what 
is  the  $25  million  accomplishing? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  Yes,  sir.  What  it's  accomplishing  is  leveraging 
funds.  First  of  all,  we  feel  that  the  scientists  we  already  have  need 
to  be  well  supported,  and  we've  had  in  the  past  a  situation  where 
new  dollars  were  used  too  much,  I  think,  to  hire  new  people  and 
not  enough  to  support  the  ongoing  research  efforts. 

Secondly,  we  have  used  a  large  fraction  of  the  new  monies  to 
build  partnerships  with  the  State  governments,  with  other  Federal 
agencies,  with  universities,  and  to  bring  that  science  to  bear 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you're  going  to  contract  out  for  some  of  your  in- 
formation? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  As  Mr.  Nethercutt,  I  think,  was  refer- 
ring to? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  One  of  the  principles  that  we  are  going  to  in  terms 
of  our  funding  NBS  is  more  competitive  funding,  both  within  the 
organization  and  between  our  scientists  and  outside.  We  want  the 
dollars  to  go  to  the  scientists  who  can  best  do  the  job,  not  nec- 
essarily to  our  own  scientists. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  just  interject,  I  hope 
that  perhaps  before  it  comes  time  for  a  markup  in  this  subcommit- 
tee, that  we  might  be  able,  particularly  with  the  majority  members. 
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Mr.  Nethercutt  and  others,  to  have  an  opportunity  to  show  you — 
NBS  has  a  flagship  facihty  that's  40  minutes  from  here  out  at  Pa- 
tuxent.  I  know  a  number  of  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  have 
been  out  there  before,  but  it's  easy  to  get  out  for  breakfast,  and 
we'd  be  deHghted  to  do  something  for  an  hour  and  a  half,  two 
hours,  a  briefing  tour,  answer  questions.  I  think  that's — to  see  the 
dedicated  people,  get  a  sense  of  what's  in  this  agency,  this  pro- 
gram, I  would  hope  that  perhaps  we'd  be  able  to  show  some  of  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  what  it  is  that  NBS  actually  does 
and  let  you  ask  questions  of  some  of  the  scientists  out  there. 

PERMANENCE  OF  NBS 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'd  be  delighted  to  accept  your  offer. 

One  final  question:  do  you  believe  that  NBS  is  now  a  permanent 
agency  that  will  live  in  perpetuity?  Do  you  ever  see  an  end  to  the 
need  for  functions  you  perform? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  don't  see  an  end  to  the  need  for  better  informa- 
tion to  make  resource  decisions. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  don't  quarrel  with  that,  either,  but  my  ques- 
tion was  rather  to  your  agency. 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  No,  sir,  I  don't  see  any  end  to  the  role  that  we're 
playing.  Whether  or  not  Congress  would  like  to  reorganize  the  way 
in  which  we  achieve  that  function  I  think  is  another  matter,  and 
we  would  be  happy  to  work  with  Congress  on  that. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

NATIONAL  ACADEMY  OF  SCIENCE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Regula.  As  a  followup- 


Mr.  Frampton.  At  the  time  that  NBS  was  formed,  the  Secretary 
asked  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  to  pull  together  a  panel 
to  look  at  what  the  long-term  mission  and  strategy  and  need  for 
this  organization  might  be.  And  if  you  haven't  seen  it,  we'd  like  to 
make  available  their  report,  a  very  distinguished  panel  of  people 
who  had  no  particular  stake  in  this,  certainly,  from  an  internal  or- 
ganizational point  of  view. 

And  the  principal  need  that  the  panel  identified  was  along  the 
lines  of  some  of  your  questions,  was  a  greater  coordination  between 
Federal,  State,  and  nonprofit  organizations  that  are  doing  research 
in  different  places.  The  panel  did  not  recommend  that  there  be  a 
total  conglomeration  of  EPA,  Forest  Service,  Interior,  NSF  research 
in  one  single  mega-agency,  but  suggested  that  the  next  step  would 
be  for  mechanisms  that  would  coordinate  the  different  agencies 
within  the  Federal  Government  doing  biological  research  with  the 
university  community  and  with  the  States  and  nonprofits,  and  that 
there  was  a  long-term  need  for  more  consolidation,  going  beyond 
simply  having  a  single,  biological  research  agency  within  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  have  a  few  questions  when  you're  ready. 

EFFECT  OF  10  PERCENT  FUNDING  REDUCTION 

Mr.  Regula.  We're  coming  back. 

We're  not  going  to  adjourn.  I  just  want  to  ask  a  question,  though. 
If  we  were  given  10  percent  less  in  this  subcommittee  as  a  result 
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of  Budget  Committee  actions,  and  if  your  budget  were  cut  10  per- 
cent, how  would  you  respond?  Would  you  do  it  by  just  spreading 
the  dollars  around  and  just  downsizing  overall,  or  would  you  go 
back  to  somewhat  the  structure  that  you  had  prior  to  NBS? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  would  certainly  not  fragment  the  Service. 
We've  already  gone  through  that  exercise  with  respect  to  the  rescis- 
sion that  the  House  has  voted  and  looked  at  how  we  would  respond 
to  that  in  terms  of  priorities,  but  we  would  not  downsize  across  the 
board.  We  would  try  to  prioritize  and  we've  identified  some  very 
specific  cuts  that,  if  the  rescission  passes,  for  example,  we  will  have 
to  make  this  year  in  terms  of  some  center  closings  and  some  other 
activities.  We  would  certainly  not — in  fact,  it  would  cost  us  in 
terms  of  momentum,  time,  and  dollars,  it  would  cost  us  an  awful 
lot  to  break  up  the  agency. 

TAYLOR  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates? 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  you  have  any  function  in  relation  to  helping  or  ad- 
vising the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with  respect  to  what  the 
Taylor  amendment  would  require  it  to  do?  You're  aware  of  what 
the  terms  of  the  Taylor  amendment  are? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  Taylor  amendment,  while  it  overrides  envi- 
ronmental laws,  still  would  require  salvage  sales  to  have  environ- 
mental assessments  prepared,  and,  therefore,  the  Forest  Service 
would  have  the  lead  role  or  BLM  would  have  the  lead  role  in  doing 
that,  but  they,  in  terms  of  evaluating  what  the  impacts  would  be 
of  these  salvage  sales,  they  would  look  to  work  that  the  NBS  is 
doing.  So,  in  that  sense,  the  NBS  would  have  a  role  in  providing 
information  in  response  to  requests. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  you  have  to  worry  about  the  salmon,  don't  you, 
in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  does  somebody  in  your  shop — is  somebody  in 
your  shop  more  familiar  with  the  terms  of  the  Taylor  amendment 
than  you  seem  to  be,  Mr.  Frampton?  Is  your  lawyer  doing  it?  Or 
are  you  familiar  with  it? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  am  familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  You've  read  it? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I've  read  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay. 

Mr.  Frampton.  We've  analyzed  it 

Mr.  Yates.  You've  analyzed  it. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  Had  several  long  discussions  with 
Mr.  Dicks  and  others  about  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  I  see.  Well,  maybe  that's  the  basis  for  some  of 
your  answers. 

Now  have  a  discussion  with  me.  I'm  trying  to  understand  wheth- 
er there's  a  difference  between  an  EA  and  an  EIS.  Under  the  Tay- 
lor amendment,  and  its  adherents  proudly  point  out  that  whatever 
environmental  concerns  are  raised  by  that  amendment,  they're 
taken  care  of  by  an  environmental  assessment.  Is  there  a  difference 
between  an  environmental  assessment  and  an  environmental  im- 
pact statement — an  EIS? 
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Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  there's  a  difTerence  in  terms  of  the  thor- 
oughness and  in  terms  of  the  process  that  you  have  to  follow. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  what's  the  difference?  Do  you  obtain  a  greater 
knowledge  of  what  the  impact  of  certain  actions  will  be,  like  the 
Taylor  amendment  requires,  under  an  EIS  than  you  would  under 
an  EA? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Ordinarily,  you  would,  yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  much — how  much — what's  the  difference  in  the 
requirements? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  think  it  depends  on  the  individual  size 
and  nature  of  the  timber  sale.  Let  me  just  say  that  the  administra- 
tion is  on  record  against  the  Taylor  amendment.  We,  obviously,  are 
opposed  to  the  precedent  of  overriding  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
NEPA,  and  other  laws.  More  important,  we  think  that 

Mr.  Yates.  And  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  And  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right. 

Mr.  Frampton.  More  important,  we  think  that  the  real  barriers 
to  increasing  the  amount  of  salvage  that  can  be  offered  for  sale  on 
the  forest  service  by  the  BLM,  those  barriers  are  not  existing  envi- 
ronmental laws;  they  are  simply  the  fact  that,  No.  1,  there  isn't  as 
much  salvage,  real  salvage,  as  some  people  think;  No.  2,  we  don't 
have  the  resources  to  process  the  sales;  and.  No.  3,  as  you  point 
out,  there's  some  very  serious  impacts  on  riparian  areas  from  some 
of  these  sales. 

USING  EXISTING  INFORMATION 

Mr.  Yates.  As  I  understand  the  Taylor — the  language  of  the  Tay- 
lor amendment  permits  you  to  use  existing  environmental  data, 
even  if  it's  several  years  old  and  out  of  date. 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  If  I  can  respond  to  that,  sir,  I  think  it  gets  back 
to  the  question  of  new  research  versus  making  available  existing 
research.  I  think  that  many  of  the  kinds  of  decisions  that  are  being 
talked  about,  and  the  timber  cuts  and  the  Taylor  amendment  being 
one  such,  will  be  done  on  a  time  course  where  there  simply  will  not 
be  the  chance  to  provide  adequate  new  information.  The  best  hope 
for  informed  decisions  is  to  make  the  best  use  of  the  existing  infor- 
mation. I  think  that  underscores  the  need  for 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see. 

Dr.  PuLLIAM  [continuing].  For  coordinating  and  for  having  an 
agency  which  has  as  part  of  its  specific  role  making  certain  that 
all  existing  information  is  brought  to  bear. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  is  there  adequate  existing  information  to  permit 
you  to  carry  out  the  Taylor  amendment  without  knowing  what  the 
environmental — don't  you  have  to  know  what,  to  a  greater  degree, 
what  the  environmental  consequences  will  be? 

Dr.  PuLLIAM.  I  think  we  can  provide  better  understanding  of  the 
environmental  consequences  by  making  use  of  all  existing  informa- 
tion than  if  we  simply  take  part  of  that  information.  I  think  that's 
the  only  statement  that  can  be  made,  is  that  there  is  information 
out  there  which  can  be  incorporated  into  decisions.  There  is  a  cry- 
ing need  for  more  information,  a  crying  need  for  better  studies.  We 
simply  do  not  know  the  impacts  on  many  of  the  aspects  of  that  sys- 
tem of  large-scale  cuts,  as  are  being  proposed.  But,  at  the  very 
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least,  we  ought  to  make  good  use  of  the  information  that  is  exist- 
ing. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  what  possible  impacts  are  you  talking  about? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  there  are  impacts  in  terms  of  increased 
sedimentation,  impacts  in  terms  of  nutrient  loads  in  the  streams. 
There  are  impacts  in  terms  of  erosion  in  the  uplands.  We  know  a 
bit  about  each  of  those  factors,  and  we  are  rapidly  accumulating 
additional  information.  I  cannot  say  that  we  know  enough  about 
those  factors  to  make  adequate  decisions. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  it  possible  that  the  carrying  out  of  the  Taylor 
amendment  will  further  deteriorate  the  existence  of  the  salmon? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  it's  quite  possible,  and  I  think  that  one  of 
the  things  that  we  are  going  to  focus  on  is  making  certain  that,  if 
this  happens,  there's  a  monitoring  system  in  place  so  that  we  can 
actually  know  what  the  consequences  of  those  cuts  will  be. 

Mr.  Yates.  You're  fearful  of  what  the  consequences  are  likely  to 
be? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  I  think  that  there  is  a  lot  of  uncertainty  about 
what  those  consequences  will  be,  and  that  certainly  there  is  a 
strong  possibility  that  they  will  be  negative. 

Mr.  Yates.  If  you  had  your  druthers,  you'd  rather  find  out  ahead 
of  time  before  you  were  required  to  cut,  wouldn't  you? 

Dr.  PuLLIAM.  I  think  that's  the  way  in  which  an  informed  society 
would  work. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Any  more,  Mr.  Nethercutt? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  we  can  beat  this  dead  horse  forever. 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  not  a  dead  horse,  George. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  but,  you  know,  it's  like  the  chicken  or 
the  egg;  the  President's  Forest  Plan  is  new  information.  We  have 
current  information  out  there  to  make  a  judgment  in  our  part  of 
the  country,  not  necessarily  in  my  part  of  the  country,  but  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  country.  I  mean,  again,  delay  is  a  decision, 
and  I  think  the  idea  of  the  Taylor  amendment  is  to  have  a  quick 
and  fast  and  as  thorough  as  necessary  assessment  of  the  environ- 
mental consequences,  and  I  think  it  can  be  done.  And  if  it  can't  be 
done,  then  we  ought  to  be  directing  resources  in  a  different  way, 
so  that  we  have  enough  people  to  do  these  kinds  of  things.  Other- 
wise, a  delay  is  a  decision  and  then  we  have  no  harvesting  ever, 
because  we  can  use  the  lack  of  biological  information  and  assess- 
ments, we  can  use  the  lack  of  personnel  to  do  a  deal.  I  mean,  it's 
never  ending,  and  that's  part  of  the  problem  that  I  think  has  to  be 
solved  here. 

ADAPTIVE  management  STRATEGY 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  NBS  does  not  get  involved  in  making  the  decision 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  timber  cut  should  go  forward.  We  can  tell 
you  something  about  what  we  see  as  the  consequences. 

I  think  one  of  the  more  exciting  things  that  we're  doing  in  terms 
of  our  research  programs  that  will  directly  result  to  any  cuts  that 
may  come  about  as  a  result  of  the  Taylor  amendment  is  we're  mov- 
ing toward  what  we  call  an  adaptive  management  loop  or  adaptive 
management  strategy,  where  we  work  with  the  agencies  which  ac- 
tually do  the  management,  and  what  we  do  is  we  put  into  place 
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monitoring  programs  and  models  which  will  make  projections  as  to 
what  the  long-term  impacts  are.  We  do  have  enough  information  at 
this  point  in  time  to  make  some  predictions.  They  may  not  be  pre- 
dictions that  we  feel  totally  comfortable  with,  but  we  can  make  pre- 
dictions as  to  what  will  happen  and  we  can  put  into  place  monitor- 
ing programs  which  will  determine  whether  or  not  our  predictions 
were  being  borne  out.  And  what  we  will  do  from  that  is  we  will 
learn  from  it.  We  will  learn  how  to  better  do  it  in  the  future  and 
how  better  in  the  future  to  balance  the  needs  of  our  timber  harvest 
with  our  environmental  protection. 

Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Chairman — will  you  yield,  George? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  it  in  order  to  ask  them  to  put  the  predictions  in 
the  record? 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  have  that  information  available  to  make 
those  predictions  for  the  record? 

Dr.  PuLLlAM.  This  is  something  that  can't  be  done  overnight  in 
the  sense  of  developing  the  model 

Mr.  Yates.  How  long  will  it  take? 

Dr.  PULLIAM  [continuing].  That  is  currently  underway.  We  have 
a  request  in  our  budget  for  1996  for  actually  doing  those  landscape 
models.  Those  landscape  models  are  not  in  place  at  this  point  in 
time. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  but  if  it  goes  through,  you're  going  to  get  the  cut 
before  you  have  that  in  place,  aren't  you? 

Dr.  PuLLiAM.  That's  the  case,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  and  I  don't  think  that's  smart,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Well,  thank  you  for  yielding,  George. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Certainly. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

NBS  RESEARCH  PARTNERSHIPS 

Mr.  Regula.  Just  one  question:  does  NBS,  through  use  of  the 
partnerships  for  biological  science,  make  better  use  of  what's  hap- 
pening in  the  private  sector;  i.e.,  universities,  places  like  that,  and, 
in  fact,  leverage  information,  create  a  larger  body  of  good  science? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  Yes,  sir,  in  several  regards.  We're  working  with  the 
university  community.  We're  working  with  the  museum  commu- 
nity, which  is  largely  in  the  private  sector,  and  we're  working  di- 
rectly with  private  industry.  In  all  three  cases,  there  are  significant 
research  capabilities  and  significant  information  already  available, 
and  we  see  all  of  these  as  being  part  of  the  partnership  to  make 
this  information  more  available. 

PRIVATE  SECTOR  USE  OF  NBS  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Regula.  I  was  interested — you  mentioned  the  private  sector. 
Does  the  private  sector  use  the  scientific  information,  you  prepare, 
and  is  it  clearly  catalogued?  Let's  take  a  small  company  just  in  the 
State  of  Washington  that  maybe  needs  some  scientific  information 
to  better  manage  their  business,  how  would  they  find  out  what's 
available,  so  they  can  actually  take  advantage  of  what  you've  done 
and  this  research  that's  already  been  accomplished? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  By  least  two  routes.  One  is  through  our  new  bio- 
logical information  infrastructure;  that  is,  the  funds  we're  request- 
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ing  for  making  information  more  available  electronically.  We'll  pro- 
vide a  direct  means  for  anyone  to  access  that  information. 

Mr.  Regula.  You  do  now? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  have  the  start  of  this  already.  We  have  much 
of  the  information  coming  online  in  terms  of  pointing  to  where  that 
information  is.  It's  in  progress  and  is  quickly  becoming  available. 

Mr.  Regula.  So,  in  effect,  the  information  you  develop  is  going 
on  the  Internet  or  some  other  computer  network,  so  that  it  is  read- 
ily available  to 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  That's  the  case,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  The  private  sector?  And  would  this  en- 
able the  universities  to  avoid  duplicating  your  efforts? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  It  would.  It  would  allow  universities  to  have  access 
to  our  data  and  us  to  have  access  to  data  which  is  in  universities 
and  museums. 

The  other  mechanism,  though,  for  interacting  with  private  indus- 
try is  to  actually  enter  into  collaborative  research  projects  with 
them,  and  we  have  a  number  of  case  examples  now  where  that  is 
the  case.  One  farther  along  is  a  project  with  International  Paper 
in  Alabama,  for  example,  where  they  have  asked  us  to  come  onto 
their  lands  to  not  only  survey  their  plant  populations  and  wetlands 
on  their  private  property,  but  we'd  also  work  with  them  to  develop 
management  strategies  which  will  allow  for  an  efficient  harvest  in 
the  uplands  without  impacting  the  plants 

Mr.  Regula.  You're  saying  the  private  sector  is  more  sensitive 
to  environmental  impacts  than  they  might  have  been  historically? 

Dr.  Pulliam.  I  think  so.  I  think  there  are  many  in  the  private 
sector  who  want  better  information  because  they  know  that  better 
information  will  allow  them  to  move  ahead  with  their  economic  ac- 
tivities and  to  protect  species  at  the  same  time. 

BASIS  FOR  FUNDING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Regula.  Last  question:  with  respect  to  the  rescission,  would 
you  prefer  that  we  rescind  the  $21  million  carryover  funds  from 
1994  versus  the  specific  cuts  that  have  been  recommended? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  The  current  1994  carryover  balance  is  about  $9.7 
million. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  that's  been  reduced? 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  It  has  been  reduced,  and  there  are  several  things 
in  that  which,  according  to  our  original  plan  with  the  contracts 
which  would  be  let  in  the  near  future,  we  certainly  would  want  to 
use  some  of  the  1994  carryover  money  to  buffer  the  impacts.  We 
are  concerned,  though,  by  the  fact  that  if  we  do  that,  what  our  base 
will  be  in  terms  of  starting  in  1996,  and  if  we  need  to  sort  of  start 
over  again  with  the  cuts. 

Mr.  Regula.  Anything  further? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Just  one  request.  I  assume  that  you  can  make 
cuts  to  your  budget  and  not  dissipate  the  agency.  I  would,  for  the 
record,  request  that  you  do  so,  that  you  advise  us  what  you  would 
do  with  a  10-percent  cut  and  a  20-percent  cut,  just 

Dr.  PULLIAM.  We  have  provided  that  information  to  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  haven't  seen  it  yet.  Thanks. 
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Dr.  PuLLiAM.  I'd  also  point  out,  sir,  that  in  our  1996  budget  re- 
quest before  the  discussion  of  rescission  came  up,  we  had  already 
proposed  cutting  some  programs.  We  feel  that  it  is  important  that 
we  continue  to  take  a  hard  look  at  all  of  our  programs,  decrease 
lower-priority  activities,  work  with  the  other  bureaus  to  ask  what 
the  higher  priorities  are,  and  we  think  you  will  see  in  our  budget 
request  a  move  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you  all  for  coming. 

The  committee's  adjourned.  We'll  reconvene  at  1:30  for  another 
agency. 

[Committee  note. — Additional  committee  questions  and  answers 
for  the  record  follow:] 
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NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 


Eflect  of  Reduced  Funding  on  Core  Programs 

Question:     It  is  likely  that  the  Committee's  funding  allocation  for  fiscal  year  1996  will 
be  dramatically  lower  than  in  fiscal  year  1995.   It  is  also  possible,  due  to  continued  concern 
in  Congress  over  the  existence  of  NBS,  that  additional  action  may  be  necessary.   With  this  in 
mind,  can  you  tell  the  Committee  what  you  consider  to  be  the  central,  most  essential  core 
programs  for  the  National  Biological  Service? 

Answer:     The  core  mission  of  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  is  to  serve  the 
biological  information  needs  of  decision-makers  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to 
work  to  ensure  coordination  and  efficiency  with  the  States  and  a  wide  range  of  partners 
engaged  in  similar  scientific  and  resource  management  missions. 

The  focus  of  NBS  research  is  now  the  fostering  of  science  that  looks  beyond  the  current 
crisis,  so  as  to  develop  a  baseline  understanding  of  how  specific  systems  operate.   This 
enables  the  Agency  to  design  or  implement  monitoring  systems  that  detect  changes  prior  to 
their  becoming  significant.    NBS  also  focuses  on  the  development  of  collaborative 
relationships  with  both  scientists  and  managers  so  that  alternative  actions  are  analyzed  in 
sufficient  time  to  affect  decisions. 

In  order  to  carry  this  out,  NBS  needs  to  have  strong  capabilities  in  inventorying  and 
monitoring  biological  resources;  in  conducting  research  to  understand  the  causes  of  change  in 
those  resources,  and  in  communicating  its  findings  to  decision-makers  and  the  public.  NBS  is 
primarily  a  field  organization,  with  science  centers  and  field  stations  located  in  close 
proximity  to  the  resources  of  interest  to  Interior  management  agencies,  and  cooperative  units 
located  on  university  campuses. 

NBS's  inventory  and  monitoring  activities  focus  on  Interior  lands  and  trust  resources,  and 
include  long-standing  programs  such  as  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  the  North  American  Bird 
Banding  System,  Great  Lakes  fish  stock  assessments,  and  contaminant  monitoring  programs 
originally  targeted  at  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  but  now  expanded  to  include  other  Interior 
lands,  the   State-Federal  cooperative  Gap  Analysis  Program,  now  underway  in  36  States,  and 
the  North  American  bird  banding  program. 

NBS  research  is  designed  to  identify  the  causes  of  change  in  biological  resources,  identify  the 
mechanisms  for  those  changes,  and  link  changes  to  ultimate  causes  or  driving  forces.   NBS  is, 
for  example,  engaged  in  intensive  research  into  both  the  ecological  impact  of  contaminants 
and  the  physiological  mechanisms  by  which  these  compounds  affect  fish  and  wildlife.  NBS 
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conducts  research  into  the  basic  life  history  and  ecology  of  species  of  interest  to  Department 
of  the  Interior  (DOI)  managers,  including  migratory  waterfowl,  weeds  and  other  exotic 
species,  fisheries,  and  endangered  species. 

Information  transfer  is  a  fundamental  link  between  scientists  and  managers.  NBS  has 
continued  the  publication  and  information  transfer  components  of  the  contributing  bureaus, 
and  is  augmenting  these  with  new,  more  electronically-based  techniques.    In  particular, 
development  of  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  will  vastly  increase  the 
information  available  to  both  managers  and  scientists,  by  enabling  inter-agency 
communication,  and  between  government  and  private  sources. 

In  reviewing  the  programs  transferred  to  NBS,  certain  lower-priority  activities  have  been 
identified.    For  example,  NBS  proposed  the  transfer  of  the  Stuttgart  (AR)  Fish  Farming 
Experimental  Station  to  USDA  in  our  FY  96  budget.    Similarly,  we  have  identified  technical 
support  for  warm-water  aquaculture  as  a  relatively  low  priority  for  NBS  (and  one, 
incidentally,  that  might  be  more  appropriate  for  private  support),  and  the  continued 
production/propagation  of  endangered  species  (beyond  the  research  phase)  as  an  activity  that 
should  be  supported  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Question:      Keeping  in  mind  the  bill's  allocation  could  be  reduced  by  10%,  what  is 
the  minimal  level  of  appropriations  necessary  to  fund  this  core  program? 

Answer:      It  is  clear  that  the  demands  placed  on  NBS  by  DOI  bureaus  currently 
exceed  NBS's  resources.  Considering  inflation  and  other  uncontrollable  costs,  the  President's 
FY  96  budget  proposed  a  modest  increase  in  NBS  funding,  combined  with  substantial 
realignment  of  base  funds. 

NBS  has  responded  to  the  Committee's  request  to  identify  a  ten  percent  reduction  below  FY 
95  enacted  levels  (see  below).  These  reductions  begin  with  relatively  lower-priority  items, 
combined  with  programs  that  can  be  slowed  or  stretched  out  over  a  longer  period.    However, 
at  the  ten  percent  reduction  level,  closure  of  major  facilities  and/or  field  stations  is  required, 
so  that  those  elements  that  remain  are  funded  at  a  level  sufficient  to  operate  at  full 
effectiveness.    Since  it  is  likely  that  the  reductions  now  under  consideration  will  not  be 
restored  in  the  near  future,  it  is  not  appropriate  to  reduce  all  operations  equally,  in  hopes  of 
rebuilding  capabilities  after  a  brief  hiatus.    Rather,  difficult,  strategic  decisions  are  required  to 
ensure  that  those  scientists  that  remain  are  provided  with  sufficient  resources  to  provide  the 
quality  information  and  technical  assistance  needed  by  DOI  managers. 

Therefore,  while  the  FY  96  budget  represents  a  valid  translation  of  the  demands  placed  on 
NBS  by  DOI  bureaus,  it  is  clear  that  any  reductions  will  cause  important  losses  of  service  to 
DOI  bureaus,  but  a  reduction  that  exceeds  seven  or  eight  percent  will  cause  loss  of  critical 
elements  that  provide  the  basic  core  capabilities  of  the  agency. 
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10  percent  Reduction  in  Funding 

Question:        What  programs  would  you  reduce  if  your  budget  were  10%  lower  in 
fiscal  year  1996  than  in  fiscal  year  1995?   Please  provide  details  for  the  record. 

Answer:        A  FY  1996  budget  10  percent  below  FY  1995  levels  would  force  NBS  to 
give  up,  as  identified  in  NBS'  FY  1996  Budget  Justification,  several  lower  priority  activities. 
This  would  include  reducing  portions  of  several  research  projects  (arid  lands  studies,  white- 
tailed  deer  studies,  captive  propagation)  closing  the  Marion,  Alabama  warmwater  aquaculture 
laboratory;  and  eliminating  construction  funding  provided  for  the  Great  Lakes  Vessel  (  $4.0 
million). 

In  addition,  there  would  be  further  reductions  in  scientific  support  for  Interior  bureaus  across 
a  broad  range  of  programs,  including  planned  efforts  relating  to  support  for  the  President's 
Forest  Plan;  National  Parks  vegetation  mapping;  contaminant  monitoring  on  DOI  lands;  the 
aquatic  component  of  Gap  Analysis  Program;  exotic  species  research;  hatchery  drug 
registration  program;  Cooperative  unit  program;  Minerals  Management  Service  support;  Park- 
oriented  tactical  research;  status  and  trends  reporting;  cooperative  efforts  with  the  National 
Science  Foundation;  improving  access  to  biological  data;  ecosystem  initiatives  and,  in 
addition,  several  Science  Centers  would  experience  significant  reductions  in  research 
programs  (  $10  million). 

A  further  measure  needed  to  generate  the  balance  of  the  $16.7  million  reduction  would 
involve  facility  downsizing  and/or  closures  involving  some  or  all  of  the  Great  Lakes  Science 
Center,  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan;  Weilsboro,  Pennsylvania  field  station;  Cortland,  New  York 
field  station;  and/or  the  Turner  Falls,  Massachusetts  laboratory  (  $2-  3  million). 

Question:     The  NBS  has  1 5  science  centers,  4  regional  offices,  88  field  stations  and 
60  coop  units  throughout  the  country.    A  majority  of  these  facilities  were  in  existence  prior  to 
the  establishment  of  NBS  in  1993.    Again,  if  the  Committee  was  faced  with  a  severe 
reduction  in  allocation  for  fiscal  year  1996,  which  of  these  facilities/offices  do  you  consider 
essential  to  the  core  program? 

Answer:     Again,  a  reduction  of  NBS's  budget  of  ten  percent  below  the  FY  95  level 
will  result  in  losses  to  components  of  the  "core  program".   The  response  to  the  question 
above  lists  those  facilities  NBS  proposes  to  close  or  eliminate  if  faced  with  a  reduction  of  this 
magnitude. 

Pre-NBS  Field  Structure 

Question:     Which  of  these  centers,  regional  offices,  field  stations  and  coop  units  were 
in  existence  prior  to  the  establishment  of  NBS? 

Answer:      No  new  field  locations  were  established  with  the  formation  of  the  NBS, 
with  the  exception  of  the  two  regional  offices  with  the  remaining  two  co-located  with  existing 
NBS  labs.    Several  of  the  field  stations  have  been  reconfigured  into  new  centers  to  bring 
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programmatic  areas  together  under  a  single  centralized  geographic  location.   These  are  the 
Pacific  Science  Center  -  California,  Pacific  Islands  Science  Center  which  coordinates 
Hawaiian  and  Pacific  Island  activities,  and  the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Ecosystem  Science 
Center.   The  Upper  Mississippi  Science  Center  was  formed  by  combining  two  existing 
centers. 

Question  :         Which  of  these  entities  are  actual  buildings  versus  space  rented?   When 
did  they  come  into  existence  —  please  give  dates  and  be  specific  per  unit? 

Answer:         The  table  below  lists  the  major  NBS  laboratories  that  are  owned/leased 
and  when  they  were  opened. 

NBS  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 


Facility 

Leased/Owned 

Established 

Onalaska,  WI 

owned 

1985 

Ann  Arbor,  MI 

owned 

1927 

LaCrosse,  WI 

owned 

1959 

Madison,  WI 

owned 

1975 

Laurel,  MD 

owned 

1936 

Ft.  Collins,  CO 

leased 

1975 

Columbia,  MO 

owned 

1959 

Jamestown,  ND 

owned 

1963 

Gainesville,  FL 

owned 

1983 

Lafayette,  LA 

owned 

1992 

Seattle,  WA 

owned 

1934 

Anchorage,  AK 

leased 

1985 

Corvallis,  OR 

leased 

1991 

Hawaii 

leased 

1994 

Dixon,  CA 

leased 

1978 

Leetown,  WV 

owned 
Streamlining 

1931 

Question:  It  would  seem  that,  compared  to  other  Interior  bureaus,  the  NBS  has 
been  somewhat  exempted  from  the  Administration's  streamlining  efforts.  Is  this  statement 
accurate? 

Answer:     As  a  newly  created  bureau  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  NBS 
incorporated  the  concepts  and  objectives  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  including 
streamlining,  as  it  implemented  its  organization  and  position  structures,  work  processes,  and 
systems.    Some  streamlining  of  functions  and  programs  that  were  transferred  to  NBS  from  the 
other  Interior  bureaus  has  taken  place.   For  example,  NBS  has  established  a  small 
administrative  stafT  and  has  filled  the  limited  number  of  administrative  positions  with 
individuals  with  broad  administrative  backgrounds  who  are  capable  of  functioning  in  several 
administrative  areas.    In  addition,  NBS's  non-traditional  administrative  role  is  exemplified  by 
the  agreement  made  between  NBS  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  under  which 
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NBS  purchases  many  administrative  services,  such  as  personnel  administration,  fmancial 
management,  and  engineering  support. 

Base  Funding  and  FTE  Transfer 

Question:     What  was  the  precise  funding  levels  and  FTE  levels  for  research  activities 
in  the  seven  bureaus  prior  to  the  establishment  of  NBS? 

Answer:    The  following  table  is  a  breakdown  of  the  base  transfers  and  FTEs  for 
research  and  research  support  activities  transferred  from  the  seven  parent  bureaus  when  NBS 
was  formed. 

Funds  Transferred  into  NBS  from  Parent  Bureaus-FY  94 

(SOOOs) 


Bureau 

Base  Transfer  FTE 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

9,213 

6 

Mineral  Management  Service 

4,900 

4 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 

400 

0 

Bureau  of  Mines 

0 

0 

US  Geological  Survey 

630 

0 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

1,714 

6 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife 

$  101,076 

1,345 

National  Park  Service 

$_ 

20.091 

198 

Total 

•  Note:   The  1,559  FTE  figure  converts  to  1,849  empioyees  that  were  transferred  into  NBS  from  the  seven  parent 

bureaus. 

Program  Activity 

Question:     How  precisely  has  the  National  Biological  Service  changed  from  the 
science/survey  programs  in  the  original  seven  bureaus? 

Answer:     Programs  and  projects  that  were  moved  to  NBS  in  their  entirety  have  most 
often  continued  without  change.   The  most  significant  changes  to  these  programs  are  those 
decreases  approved  in  the  FY  1995  budget  and  those  requested  in  the  FY  1996  Budget. 
Further,  NBS  has  organized  the  research  programs  into  the  three  sub-activities  Research, 
Inventory  and  Monitoring,  and  Information  Transfer.   Finally,  the  Cooperative  Unit  programs 
from  FWS,  NPS  and  BLM  were  combined  to  form  the  NBS  Coop  units  program. 

NBS  has  continued  the  majority  of  the  important  projects  and  functions  that  transferred,  as 
well  as  established  new  research  priorities.   Broadly,  science  has  been  improved  imder  NBS 
in  several  ways. 

•  Department  of  the  Interior  resource  managers  have  access  to  broader  science 
capability.    By  combining  the  scientific  assets  of  several  bureaus,  NBS  has  enabled 
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managers  in  agencies  to  use  scientific  and  technical  capabilities  they  may  not  even 
have  been  aware  of  previously.  For  example.  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  managers 
now  interact  with  the  National  Wildlife  Health  Laboratory,  formerly  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  the  expertise  of  the  NPS  geographic  information  system  (GIS) 
support  office  is  being  applied  across  a  wider  range  of  agencies. 

•  All  Department  of  the  Interior  agencies  have  input  into  science  priority  setting. 

Rather  than  having  individual  science  programs  for  individual  bureaus,  NBS  is 
responsive  to  needs  that  cross  jurisdictional  lines.  Often,  different  agencies  have 
similar  needs,  but  until  NBS  was  created  there  was  no  forum  for  identifying  and 
executing  projects  that  would  serve  common  needs.    NBS  has  established  a  priority 
setting  process  that  operates  at  the  local,  regional,  and  national  level. 

•  Linkages  with  States,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  private  institutions  have  been 
expanded  or  enhanced.    NBS  cannot  achieve  its  goal  without  broad  collaboration 
with  public  and  private  agencies  and  institutions.    In  particular,  NBS  recognizes  both 
the  legal  and  management  responsibilities  of  Sates  for  many  species,  the  strong 
commitment  to  resource  conservation  by  States,  and  the  scientific  expertise  and  rich 
information  resources  held  by  States.    NBS  has  established  a  State  Partnership 
Program  to  help  build  State  capabilities  for  information  collection  and  management, 
initiated  several  projects  with  major  private  timber  firms,  established  close  ties  with 
State-run  Natural  Heritage  Programs  and  The  Nature  Conservancy,  and  initiated  joint 
projects  with  the  natural  history  museum  community. 

•  A  national  electronic  network  for  increasing  access  to  biological  information  has 
been  initiated.   The  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII)  initiated  by 
NBS  will  provide  access  to  and  information  about  biological  data  held  by  a  wide 
variety  of  partners.  NBS  is  working  with  partners  to  develop  standard  approaches  and 
to  make  data  more  easily  accessible.  NBS  is  working  with  State  fish  and  wildlife 
information  managers.  Natural  Heritage  programs,  and  museums  to  expand  these 
agencies  access  to  data  and  to  make  their  information  more  widely  available. 

•  The  Cooperative  Research  Unit  Program  has  been  expanded.   NBS  has  a  total  of 
54  Cooperative  Research  Units,  which  includes  units  formerly  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management.    NBS 
expanded  this  program  by  $3.6  million  in  FY  1994,   filling  19  longstanding  vacancies 
at  the  units,  adding  200  new  research  projects,  and  the  ability  to  advise  and  mentor  70 
3new  graduate  students.  The  Agency  also  initiated  development  of  three  new  prototype 
units  that  will  allow  research  on  multi-agency  issues. 

Question:   What  programs  have  not  changed? 

Answer:    The  vast  majority  of  programs  carried  out  by  the  seven  parent  bureaus 
continue,  or  have  been  expanded.    For  example,  the  activities  of  the  FWS  Cooperative 
Research  program  continue  in  NBS.   The  majority  of  research  projects  underway  at  science 
centers,  field  stations,  parks,  and  other  facilities  continued  uninterrupted  with  the  creation  of 
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NBS.    Positive  changes  have  been  made  in  the  administration  of  programs  because  of  the 
improved  coordination  and  efficiency  gained  by  integrating  formally  disjointed  efforts. 

Question:     Since  categories  and  program  titles  have  changed  since  the  establishment 
of  NBS,  can  you  tell  the  Committee  what  percentage  of  the  Service's  work  is  strictly  research 
versus  info  transfer  and  other  work?     Please  provide  the  percentage  of  research  prior  to 
establishment  of  NBS  and  each  year  since  1993. 

Answer:    The  FY  1994  Budget  amendment  that  created  the  NBS  contained  new 
activity  names  and  program  titles  that  were  intended  to  categorize  the  generic  research 
program  of  the  new  organization  more  precisely.     Staff  members  from  those  parent  bureaus 
that  transferred  "research"  funds  to  create  the  NBS  identified  the  most  appropriate  location  in 
NBS's  new  budget  activity  structure  to  distribute  the  funds  from  their  respective  programs. 
Those  funds  continue  to  support  the  research  programs  inherited  from  other  bureaus.   Nearly 
all  identifiable  programs  or  projects  that  transferred  to  NBS  still  exist.   Exceptions  include 
programs  or  activities  specifically  approved  for  decreases  in  FY  1995,  such  as  the  acid 
precipitation  and  mitigation  studies  conducted  in  West  Virginia  and  those  changes  requested 
in  the  FY  1996  Budget. 
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Research  Percentages 


Intofmation  Ttarulei 


Inlcwmalion  Ti 


FY  1996  Request 


National  Biological  Service  Allocations. 
FY  1994  -  FY  1996  (Proposed) 


InJormalion  Ti 


(DoUais  1 

T  ClOOOs) 

1994 

1995 

199^ 

Resecnch                                   82.269 

83,404 

84  S?-' 

Inventory  and  Monitonng      2 1  622 

22.120 

22736 

Inlormcrtion  Transler                13  837 

14.509 

16.536 

Cooperative  Research  Units  15  343 

14.870 

15.827' 

Facilibes  and  Maintenance  15.739 

16,470 

15725 

Adnunistiation                         15,982 

14948 

15  545 

Construction                                  1417 

299 

1  75U 

TOTAL                                      $166,208 

tiea.BW 

$172690 

Relationship  with  Other  Agencies 

Question:    If  we  were  to  ask  your  major  Federal  clients  whether  their  top  research 
priorities  were  being  met,  what  do  you  think  the  Committee  would  hear? 

Answer;    Undoubtedly  the  committee  would  receive  many  different  responses,  but  we 
believe  that  the  common  theme  would  be  that  NBS  is  working  to  develop  an  information 
needs  process,  with  the  help  of  an  information  needs  task  force  consisting  of  representatives 
from  our  partner  bureaus.   This  will  ensure  that  NBS  budget  and  program  plans  are  aimed  at 
addressing  the  top  priority  biological  information  needs  of  our  partner  bureaus.    Until  this 
process  is  fmalized  NBS  will  continue  to  provide  as  much  input  as  possible  from  our  partner 
bureaus  as  various  budget  development  and  fund  allocation  decisions  are  made. 

In  FY  1994,  NBS  consulted  with  partner  bureaus  in  deciding  on  the  particular  projects  to  be 
funded  by  the  FY  1994  research  increases.   These  include  the  following  ongoing  work: 

•  The  Genetics/Systematics  increase  funds  a  series  of  projects  on  Pacific  salmon, 

Atlantic  salmon,  sturgeon,  and  lake  trout  genetics  projects  identified  by  the  FWS. 
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•  The  Endangered  Plants  increase  funds  endangered  plants  and  ecosystem  work  in 
Hawaii,  addressing  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  priorities. 

•  The  Fish  Stewardship  increase  funds  studies  on  endangered  fish  species  in  the 
Colorado  River  and  steel-head  salmon  in  the  Clearwater  and  Wind  Rivers  as  identified 
by  FWS. 

•  The  Population  Viability  increase  funds  priority  projects  identified  by  FWS  which  use 
population  viability  analyses  (PVA)  methods  including  projects  on  marbled  murrelets, 
leopard  darters,  and  an  evaluation  of  PVA  methods. 

•  The  Landscape  Functions  increase  funds  a  series  of  priority  projects  identified  by  the 
NPS  including  work  on  herbivore/fire/plant  relationships,  ungulate-plant  interactions 
and  ecology  of  Lyme  disease.   In  addition  this  increase  supports  ecosystem  initiatives 
in  South  Florida,  the  Southern  Appalachians,  Glacier  Bay,  Grasslands,  Coastal  Sage 
Scrub,  and  others,  which  are  of  priority  interest  to  FWS  and  NPS. 

•  The  Quick  Response  increase  funds  top  priority,  short-term  research  needs  identified 
by  FWS  Regional  offices  every  year. 

•  The  Large  Rivers  increase  funds  studies  on  the  ecology  and  management  of  various 
large  rivers  as  it  relates  to  the  life  history  and  status  of  species  including  paddle-fish, 
native  mussels,  and  sturgeon.   These  needs  were  identified  by  FWS. 

•  The  Contaminants  increase  funds  two  studies  of  high  priority  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  -  work  on  the  causes  of  bird  mortality  in  the  playa  lakes  of  southeast 
New  Mexico  and  assessments  of  the  effects  of  Poly  Aromatic  Hydro-cushions  (PAHs) 
on  Colorado  Squaw-fish  and  razorback  suckers. 

In  FY  1995,  the  two  major  NBS  budget  increases  -  the  Pacific  Northwest  increase  and  the 
South  Florida  increase  -  are  directed  toward  addressing  natural  resources  issues  in 
geographical  areas  of  great  interest  to  NPS  and  FWS  as  well  as  other  interested  partners. 

In  addition,  in  FY  1995,  NBS  went  through  an  internal  budget  redirection  exercise  in  an 
attempt  to  ensure  that  base  funding  made  available  through  completion  and  termination  of 
existing  projects  was  redirected  toward  work  addressing  priority  partner  bureau  needs. 
Representatives  from  partner  bureaus  participated  in  a  series  of  regional  workshops  aimed  at 
developing  these  redirection  plans.   The  result  was  a  redirection  of  base  funds  to  projects 
which  were  identified  as  the  top  three  priorities  for  each  bureau  at  each  regional  workshop. 

We  have  modified  the  1995  information  needs  process  to  more  effectively  address  our 
client  bureaus'  needs.   We  will  use  national  and  regional  inter-bureau  teams  to  identify 
priority  research  needs  and  we  will  fold  them  into  our  science  activity  plan. 
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Program  Activity 

Question:     What  programs  have  not  changed? 

Answer:     NBS  has  continued  to  carry  out  vegetation  mapping  of  237  National  Park 
Service  units  and  their  environs.    NBS  has  continued  support  of  the  CIS  Sourcebook,  raising 
it  to  the  next  higher  level,  Interior  Geographic  Data  Committee,  as  a  useful  Department-wide 
source  for  information  about  geospatial  data.    NBS  continues  to  publish  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
Review  for  distribution  to  6,000  national  and  international  clients  including  federal  depository 
libraries.    Through  a  partnership  with  a  private  vendor,  this  bibliographic  material  is  also 
made  available  by  subscription  on  CD-ROM.    The  agency  also  continues  providing  technical 
assistance  to  managers,  biologists  and  decision-makers,  investigates  wildlife  disease  outbreaks 
and  provide  technical  assistance  to  ameliorate  impacts  and  avoid  future  epizootic  episodes, 
and  provides  literature  searches,  and  publishes  and  widely  distributes  (electronically  and  in 
hard  copy)  an  in-house  publication  series  on  results  of  scientific  studies. 

Pre-NBS  Research 

Question:     Since  categories  and  program  titles  have  changed  since  the  establishment 
of  NBS,  can  you  tell  the  Committee  what  percentage  of  the  Service's  work  is  strictly  research 
versus  info  transfer  and  other  work?     Please  provide  the  percentage  of  research  prior  to 
establishment  of  NBS  and  each  year  since  1993. 

Answer:    The  FY  1994  Budget  amendment  that  created  the  NBS  contained  new 
activity  names  and  program  titles  that  were  intended  to  categorize  the  generic  research 
program  of  the  new  organization  more  specifically.    Staff  members  from  those  parent  bureaus 
that  transferred  "research"  funds  to  create  the  NBS  identified  the  most  appropriate  location  in 
NBS's  new  budget  activity  structure  to  distribute  the  funds  from  their  respective  "research" 
programs.   Those  funds  continue  to  support  the  research  programs  inherited  from  other 
bureaus.    Nearly  all  identifiable  programs  or  projects  that  transferred  to  NBS  still  exist.   In 
many  ways  there  has  been  little  change.    Exceptions  include  programs  or  activities 
specifically  approved  for  decreases  in  FY  1995,  such  as,  the  acid  precipitation  and  mitigation 
studies  conducted  in  West  Virginia,  and  those  changes  requested  in  the  FY  1996  Budget. 

Research  Priorities 

Question  ;     If  we  were  to  ask  your  major  federal  clients  whether  their  top  research 
priorities  were  being  met,  what  do  you  think  the  Committee  would  hear? 

Answer:    Undoubtedly  the  Committee  would  receive  many  different  responses,  but  we 
believe  that  the  common  theme  would  be  that  NBS  is  working  to  develop  an  information 
needs  process,  with  the  help  of  an  information  needs  task  force  consisting  of  representatives 
from  our  partner  bureaus,  which  will  ensure  that  NBS  budget  and  program  plans  are  aimed  at 
addressing  the  top  priority  biological  information  needs  of  our  partner  bureaus.    Until  this 
process  is  finalized,  NBS  has  been  providing  for  as  much  input  as  possible  from  our  partner 
bureaus  as  various  budget  development  and  fund  allocation  decisions  are  made. 
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In  FY  1994,  NBS  consulted  with  partner  bureaus  in  deciding  on  the  particular  projects  to  be 
funded  by  the  FY  1994  research  increases.   These  include  the  following  ongoing  work: 

The  Genetics/Systematics  increase  funds  a  series  of  projects  on  Pacific  salmon,  Atlantic 
salmon,  sturgeon,  and  lake  trout  genetics  projects  identified  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS). 

•  The  Endangered  Plants  increase  funds  endangered  plants  and  ecosystem  work  in 
Hawaii,  addressing  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  priorities. 

•  The  Fish  Stewardship  increase  funds  studies  on  endangered  fish  species  in  the 
Colorado  River  and  steelhead  salmon  in  the  Clearwater  and  Wind  Rivers  as  identified 
by  FWS. 

•  The  Population  Viability  increase  funds  priority  projects  identified  by  FWS  which  use 
population  viability  analyses  (PVA)  methods  including  projects  on  marbled  murrelets, 
leopard  darters,  and  an  evaluation  of  PVA  methods. 

•  The  Landscape  Functions  increase  funds  a  series  of  priority  projects  identified  by  the 
NPS  including  work  on  herbivore/fire/plant  relationships.ungulate-plant  interactions, 
ecology  of  Lyme  disease.   In  addition  this  increase  supported  ecosystem  initiatives  in 
South  Florida,  the  Southern  Appalachians,  Glacier  Bay,  Grasslands,  Coastal  Sage 
Scrub,  and  others,  which  are  of  priority  interest  to  FWS  and  NPS. 

•  The  Quick  Response  increase  funds  top  priority,  short-term  research  needs  identified 
by  FWS  Regional  offices  every  year. 

•  The  Large  Rivers  increase  funds  studies  on  the  ecology  and  management  of  various 
large  rivers  as  it  relates  to  the  life  history  and  status  of  species  including  paddlefish, 
native  mussels,  and  sturgeon.   These  needs  were  identified  by  FWS. 

•  The  Contaminants  increase  funds  two  studies  of  high  priority  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  -  work  on  the  causes  of  bird  mortality  in  the  playa  lakes  of  southeast 
New  Mexico  and  assessments  of  the  effects  of  poly  aromatic  hydrolic  systems  on 
Colorado  Squawfish  and  razorback  suckers. 

In  FY  1995,  the  two  major  NBS  budget  increases  -  the  Pacific  Northwest  increase  and  the 
South  Florida  increase  -  are  directed  toward  addressing  natural  resources  issues  in 
geographical  areas  of  great  interest  to  NPS  and  FWS  as  well  as  other  interested  partners. 

In  addition,  in  FY  1995,  NBS  went  through  an  internal  budget  redirection  exercise  in  an 
attempt  to  ensure  that  base  funding  made  available  through  completion  and  termination  of 
existing  projects  was  redirected  toward  work  addressing  priority  parmer  bureau  needs. 
Representatives  from  partner  bureaus  participated  in  a  series  of  regional  workshops  aimed  at 
developing  these  redirection  plans.    The  result  was  a  redirection  of  base  funds  to  projects 
which  were  identified  as  the  top  three  priorities  for  each  bureau  at  each  regional  workshop. 


573 


We  will  be  the  first  to  admit  that  the  FY  1995  interim  processes  which  have  been  used  to 
solicit  and  address  the  information  needs  of  our  partner  bureaus  were  far  from  perfect  and 
require  significant  improvements.    But  we  believe  that  the  partner  bureaus  will  agree  that  the 
efforts  have  been  worthwhile  and  that  we  are  developing  a  more  coherent,  effective  process 
that  will  be  acceptable  to  both  NBS  and  its  partners. 

Question:    If  that  same  question  (what  are  your  research  priorities?)  was  asked  of  State 
Fish  and  Game  agencies  what  do  you  think  the  response  would  be. 

Answer:    The  focus  would  be  primarily  on  research  questions  that  provide  information 
to  manage  game  species  since  the  State  fish  and  game  agencies  have  that  responsibility. 
However,  State  Fish  and  Wildlife  agencies  are  also  expanding  their  areas  of  research  focus  to 
include  management  of  non-game  species,  issues  dealing  with  biodiversity,  and  conservation 
biology.    Since  some  of  these  areas  are  new  activities  for  the  States  and  do  not  receive 
funding  beyond  license  revenues,  they  rely  heavily  on  assistance  from  NBS  Cooperative  Units 
and  Unit  students  to  accomplish  this  research.    NBS  is  initiating  a  formal  survey  to  identify 
State  biological  science  needs,  although  funding  is  threatened  by  the  FY  95  rescission  bill. 
This  will  complement  our  extensive  informal  interactions  with  States. 

Program  Activity 

Question  :    Your  budget  justification  lists  as  one  of  your  major  program  challenges  the 
need  to  move  from  a  reactive  mode,  to  anticipatory  science.   What  exactly  do  you  mean,  and 
how  does  this  budget  reflect  that  mission? 

Answer:   For  many  years,   natural  resource  managers  and  scientists  have  responded  to 
the  latest  crisis,  whether  it  was  the  decline  of  bald  eagles  and  other  raptors  due  to  DDT 
exposure,   the  listing  of  a  new  endangered  species,  or  a  fish  die-off  in  a  local  river.   NBS  was 
created  in  part  to  foster  science  that  would  look  beyond  the  current  crisis,  so  as  to  develop  a 
baseline  understanding  of  how  specific  systems  operate  to  design  or  implement  monitoring  so 
as  to  be  able  to  detect  changes  prior  to  their  becoming  significant,  and  develop  collaborative 
relationships  with  both  scientists  and  managers  so  that  alternative  actions  are  analyzed  in 
sufficient  time  to  affect  decisions.  Clearly,  understanding  the  nature  and  functioning  of  a 
specific  region,  and  the  forces  that  are  causing  change  in  the  biological  resources  in  that 
region  will  enable  public  and  private  resource  managers  to  take  action  to  avoid  crises. 

The  NBS  FY  96  budget  proposes  significant  actions  to  increase  NBS's  ability  to  provide 
anticipatory  analyses  and  information.  For  example,  investments  in  understanding  the  nature 
and  extent  of  invasions  of  weeds  and  other  non-indigenous  species  should  contribute  to 
development  of  control  strategies.   Development  of  the  tools  to  predict  the  effects  of 
management  and  policy  options  on  ecosystems,  habitats  and  species  under  Department  of  the 
Interior  jurisdiction  will  enable  DOI  managers  to  reduce  or  avoid  negative  effects.    Continued 
work  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  South  Florida  will  ensure  that  the  effects  of  continued 
timber  harvesting  under  the  President's  Forest  Plan  are  well  understood,  and  that  changes  in 
the  water  management  system,  now  being  developed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  are  based  on 
sound  scientific  understanding.    NBS  activities  in  the  US-Mexico  border  region  are  intended 
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to  anticipate  and  respond  to  changes  in  trade  and  development  resulting  from  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement. 

In  effect,  all  of  the  increased  funds  requested  will  contribute  to  an  ability  to  marshall 
comprehensive  and  sound  science  to  understand  and  predict  the  effects  of  management  and 
policy  decisions  on  natural  resources.  In  addition,  through  consultation  with  DOI  partners, 
NBS  has  initiated  several  studies  in  FY  95  that  will  support  decision-making  in  an 
anticipatory  manner.  For  example,  NBS  is  working  with  FWS  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  study  changes  being  implemented  in  the  Shasta  Reservoir,  so  as  to  better  predict  the  effects 
of  future  changes. 

Information  Transfer 

Question:    A  major  emphasis  in  your  request  is  $2.9  million  for  information  transfer 
activities.   The  budget  mentions  three  components:  National  Parmership  for  Biological 
Science,  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  and  Biological  Information  Partnership 
Program.    Can  you  explain  exactly  what  each  function  is,  its  goals  and  potential  users? 

Answer:    NBS  has  proposed  two  components  under  the  Partnership  for  Biological 
Science.    One  component.  Biological  Information  Partnerships  (an  increase  request  of  $1.9 
million),  would  focus  on  increasing  our  ability  to  work  with  our  external  parmers  in  making 
the  key  biological  information  they  hold  more  broadly  accessible  through  the  National 
Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII).   The  second  component,  State  Parmerships  (an 
increase  request  of  $1  million),  would  expand  NBS'  cooperative  efforts  with  the  States,  which 
have  responsibility  for  many  related  resource  conservation  issues. 

The  relatively  small  increase  represented  by  these  two  components  will  result  in  a  very  large 
return  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  valuable  biological  data  and  information  currently  gathered 
and  maintained  (in  different  systems  using  different  formats)  by  other  Federal  agencies,  by 
State  resource  agencies,  by  museums  and  universities,  and  by  private  organizations.   Through 
the  NBn  this  information  can  be  made  more  broadly  accessible  (via  the  Internet)  for  shared 
use  across  agency  lines,  by  the  private  sector,  and  by  the  public. 

Biological  Information  Partnerships:   The  Biological  Information  Partnership  is  an  initiative 
that  is  targeted  at  our  partners  in  other  agencies,  universities,  libraries  and  natural  history 
museums,  and  the  private  sector  to  help  these  organizations  make  their  valuable  biological 
data  more  broadly  accessible  via  the  NBII.    Only  a  very  small  portion  of  the  data  and 
information  that  are  available  on  the  Nation's  biological  resources  is  generated  and  maintained 
by  the  NBS.   This  initiative  will  include  support  to  The  Nature  Conservancy  to  assure  that 
individual  heritage  programs  are  able  to  prepare  their  biological  data  and  establish  connections 
to  the  Internet  so  they  can  provide  greater  access  to  their  data.   It  also  will  include  support  to 
natural  history  museums  and  universities  to  computerize  and  provide  electronic  access  to  the 
information  they  hold  on  biological  specimens,  and  for  development  of  a  standardized 
taxonomic  nomenclature  system  that  can  be  used  throughout  the  biological  science  and 
resource  management  community  to  reduce  redundancies  and  errors  in  species  identifications. 
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The  goals  of  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  are  to  establish  a  distributed 
network  of  biological  data  and  information,  and  new  tools  to  help  users  anywhere  more  easily 
fmd  and  retrieve  the  biological  data  and  information  they  need,  integrate  or  combine  data  and 
information  from  different  sources,  and  apply  data  and  information  to  actual  resource 
management  decisions.   The  NBII  will  electronically  link  these  different  sources  of  data  and 
information,  while  letting  each  agency  or  organization  that  produces  data  on  different  topics 
keep  local  control  of  their  data.    Potential  users  of  the  NBII  include  resource  managers  and 
planners  at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels,  private  environmental  consultants,  scientists, 
teachers  and  students,  and  the  general  public. 

State  Partnerships:    This  $1  million  increase  request  will  increase  NBS'  ability  to  work 
cooperatively  with  more  States  on  meeting  their  science  and  information  sharing  needs 
relating  to  management  concerns.    States  have  significant  biological  resource  management 
responsibilities,  including  many  species  other  than  those  entrusted  to  the  Federal  Government. 
This  program  is  designed  to  directly  support  State  science  and  technical  needs,  such  as  those 
of  State  fish  and  game  agencies  and   State  environmental  protection  agencies.    An  outcome  of 
these  partnerships  will  be  to  provide  access  to  State  held  data  and  information  which  will  be 
critical  to  many  Federal  programs  and  to  access  by  States  to  other  data.    State  partnerships 
pilot  initiatives  were  begun  by  NBS  in  FY  1994  with  Illinois,  Arizona,  North  Carolina, 
Maryland,  and  California.   In  FY  1995,  NBS  received  over  100  proposals  and  it  is  anticipated 
diat  10  proposals  will  be  funded. 

Question:   This  is  by  far  the  largest  increase.    While  no  one  would  dispute  the 
advantage  of  sharing  biological  information  v^th  a  broad  audience,  is  it  wise  to  spend  the 
largest  increase  on  information  transfer  rather  than  basic  research  which  is  the  basic  mission 
of  NBS? 

Answer:   While  this  area  represents  the  largest  specific  increase  request  for  NBS  this 
year,  we  view  it  as  essential  in  providing  the  quality  science  needed  to  support  resource 
decisions  at  all  levels  of  government  and  in  the  private  sector.   While  sharing  biological 
information  with  a  broad  audience  is  a  goal  of  this  effort,  the  fundamental  objective  is  to 
ensure  that  the  significant  data  and  information  that  exists  is  made  accessible  to  scientists, 
resource  managers,  planners  and  decision  makers  so  that  the  resource  issues  we  face  can  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  best  information  available.   It  will  also  mean  that  limited  funding  is 
not  wasted  re-collecting  needed  data  and  information  that  already  exists. 

This  work  directly  and  fundamentally  supports  our  research  program,  as  well  as  the  programs 
and  information  needs  of  all  of  our  partners  and  customers.   Having  direct  access  to  the  vast 
amount  of  biological  data,  information,  and  analytical  tools  which  are  already  available  from 
different  sources  throughout  the  country  and  the  world  is  essential  to  completing  successful 
research  and  building  on  what  is  known.   NBS  and  others  who  need  data  could  not 
conceivably  recreate  or  re-collect  the  important  biological  data  and  information  that  currently 
exists  in  hundreds  of  different  State  resource  agency  databases,  in  natural  history  museums 
and  libraries  all  across  North  America,  and  from  many  different  Federal  agencies.   The 
relatively  small  investment  represented  by  this  increase  will  be  used  to  put  in  place  the 
framework  and  infrastructure  that  will  allow  NBS  researchers,  researchers  in  other  agencies. 
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as  well  as  resource  managers,  educators,  and  the  public  to  see,  compare,  retrieve  and  combine 
biological  data  and  information  maintained  by  many  different  sources,  and  to  use  the  data 
they  need  for  their  work.  This  would  obviate  those  areas  where  basic  research  is  not 
necessary  by  providing  answers  that  already  exist  but  are  not  currently  available  to  the  science 
community. 

South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative 

Question:     There  is  a  $1.5  million  request  for  work  in  South  Florida.    These  funds 
will  be  used  to  develop  hydrologic  models  and  alternatives  for  hydraulic  restoration  of  the 
Everglades.    Once  these  models  are  developed  how  long  do  you  anticipate  NBS  involvement 
in  the  South  Florida  initiative  to  be  and  at  what  levels? 

Answer:     The  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative  is  an  enormous 
undertaking.   The  system  encompasses  more  than  28,000  square  kilometers  incorporating 
three  National  Parks  (Everglades,  Biscayne,  and  Dry  Tortugas);  one  National  Preserve  (Big 
Cypress);  10  National  Wildlife  Refuges  (Arthur  R.  Marshall  Loxahatchee,  Florida  Panther, 
Key  Deer,  Great  White  Heron,  Ding  Darling,  Hobe  Sound,  Key  West,  Matlacha  Pass,  Pine 
Island,  Caloosahatchee);  Lake  Okechobee  (the  nation's  second  largest  freshwater  body  outside 
the  Great  Lakes);  the  only  living  reef  tract  in  the  conterminous  U.S.  (third  largest  barrier  reef 
community  in  the  world);  two  Federally  recognized  tribal  nations;  the  most  significant 
breeding  ground  for  wading  birds  in  North  America;  the  principal  nursery  area  for  the  largest 
commercial  and  sport  fisheries  in  Florida;  and  the  largest  wilderness  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  all  juxtaposed  to  a  population  of  five  million  people.    The  restoration  initiative  will  be 
conducted  in  phased  steps,  with  1 1  major  projects  currently  planned  and  more  than  thirty 
anticipated.   The  time  frame  for  complete  restoration  is  speculative,  but  is  at  least  two 
decades  or  more.    Given  the  adaptive  approach  of  the  initiative,  monitoring,  modeling,  and 
specialized  research  will,  no  doubt,  be  required  for  a  significant  portion  of  that  time. 

Facility  Collocation 

Question:    Your  budget  discusses  the  Service's  role  in  the  National  Performance 
Review.    Specifically,  the  justification  mentions  one  project  involving  the  use  of  shared 
laboratory  space  with  the  Forest  Service.   There  will  be  shared  office,  lab  space,  equipment 
and  central  support  staff  with  significant  out-year  savings.      Considering  the  large  number  of 
NBS  offices  nationwide,  why  is  there  not  a  more  aggressive  effort  to  eliminate  these  offices 
and  consolidate  with  some  of  NBS's  many  partners  (universities.  States,  other  federal 
agencies)? 

Answer:    The  NBS  has  combined  stations  and  relocated  where  possible  to  space 
operated  by  Federal  partners,  e.g.,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  U.S. 
Geological  Survey,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.    A  number 
of  field  stations  are  also  located  on  University  campuses.   Unfortunately  space  on  these 
campuses  is  usually  quite  limited.   This  is  also  true  of  State  partners.   However,  both  the  new 
centers  in  Hawaii  and  California  have  headquarters  located  on  campuses. 
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Private  Property  Issue 

Question:   What  percentage  of  NBS's  total  workload  is  comprised  of  survey  activities? 

Answer:   The  Inventory  and  Monitoring  activities  of  the  NBS  are  about  13  percent  or 
approximately  one-eighth  of  the  total  work  taking  place  in  the  agency.    Of  this  work,  only  a 
small  amount  is  actually  "survey"  activities.    By  "survey"  we  mean  a  systematic,  continuing, 
on-the-ground  activity  to  collect  new  data  or  to  ground  truth  in  existing  data.     This  survey 
workload  is  about  3  percent  of  the  NBS  total  or  about  20  percent  of  the  Inventory  and 
Monitoring  workload.    While  small  in  comparison  to  the  total  workload,  survey  work  is  very 
important  as  it  adds  new  knowledge  in  determining  the  status  and  trends  of  biological 
resources. 

Question:    How  much  of  this  survey  work  is  conducted  on  Federal  lands  as  opposed  to 
private  lands? 

Answer:    Almost  all  of  the  survey  work  described  above  is  conducted  on  Federal 
lands.    We  estimate  that  less  than  five  percent  of  the  "survey"  work  is  on  private  lands.   Thus 
as  a  percentage  of  the  total  NBS  activities,  this  amount  would  mean  that  about  one-tenth  of 
one  percent  of  "survey"  work  is  conducted  on  private  lands.   Because  of  its  concern  and 
respect  for  private  property,  NBS  has  established  a  clear  policy  regarding  private  property. 
When  conducting  surveys,  or  any  NBS  activity,  on  private  property,  NBS  employees  comply 
with  State  and  Tribal  laws,  including  trespass  and  privacy  laws.    NBS  researchers  are  required 
to  obtain  written  permission  from  the  landowner  when  conducting  new  surveys,  must  not 
trespass,  and  must  make  the  data  available  at  no  cost  at  the  landowner's  request. 

Question:   How  are  individuals  selected  to  conduct  this  work? 

Answer:    The  vast  majority  of  NBS  survey  and  other  work  is  conducted  by  either  NBS 
scientists  or  by  other  scientists  through  cooperative  agreements  or  research  contracts/grants. 
Both  groups  of  scientists  are  selected  by  careful  review  and  evaluation  mechanisms  that  take 
into  account  the  scientific  merit  of  the  project,  the  data  collection  methods  proposed  and  the 
credentials  of  the  researchers.    All  individuals  chosen  meet  high  qualification  standards,  and 
have  a  proven  track-record  of  conducting  objective  science.    Our  intent  is  to  ensure  that  sound 
methods  and  study  designs  are  used  by  capable  scientists  in  order  to  efficiently  and  effectively 
provide  top  quality  science.   Two  programs,  the  North  American  Breeding  Bird  Survey  and 
the  North  American  Bird  Banding  Program,  are  exceptions  to  the  preceding  generalization. 
Both  programs  have  operated  for  more  that  35  years  and  utilize  both  amateur  and  professional 
personnel. 

The  North  American  Breeding  Bird  Survey  (NABBS)  and  the  North  American  Bird  Banding 
Program  (NABBP)  conducted  through  the  NBS  Bird  Banding  Laboratory  (BBL)  each  collect 
survey  information  for  the  NBS.   The  NABBS  has  a  coordinator  in  each  State  whose  main 
responsibility  is  to  recruit  qualified  birders  to  conduct  surveys  whenever  routes  become 
vacant.   The  State  coordinators  are  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  NABBS  program  and  are 
active  birders  within  their  State.    All  recruits  are  highly  skilled  in  all  aspects  of  identifying 
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breeding  birds  in  their  geographic  area  by  sight  and  sound  and  must  have  unimpaired  hearing. 
The  recruited  birders  are  provided  with  detailed  instructions  for  conducting  surveys.   The 
NABBS  methodology  requires  participants  to  remain  on  public  roads,  and  to  proceed 
promptly  from  stop  to  stop  so  that  the  survey  is  completed  within  the  prescribed  time  limit. 
The  same  stops  are  used  each  year  and  birders  are  not  permitted  to  leave  the  stops  for  any 
other  purposes.    If  public  roads  become  private  property,  the  route  locations  are  changed  to 
keep  the  surveys  on  public  roads.   The  BEL  requires  that  individuals  or  institutions  who  wish 
to  band  or  otherwise  mark  migratory  birds  for  study  purposes  must  possess  a  Federal  bird 
banding  permit  that  is  issued  by  the  NBS.   Before  a  banding  permit  is  issued,  a  prospective 
bander  must  demonstrate  he/she  has:  (1)  the  basic  skills  to  band  birds  and  (2)  a  legitimate 
research  or  management  need  to  band  birds.   With  respect  to  private  property,  it  is  specified 
in  writing  on  the  banding  permits  that  the  NBS  "does  not  authorize  the  capture  of  any  birds 
on  any  property,  public  or  private  without  the  consent  of  the  owner  or  custodian  thereof" 

Question  :    Are  they  supervised  and  by  whom? 

Answer:    NBS,  other  agency,  university  or  contract  personnel  are  all  supervised 
through  the  chain  of  command  in  their  respective  organizations  or  institutions.    Historically, 
NABBS  and  BBL  participants  have  not  been  supervised  while  birding  or  banding.   The 
NABBS  coordinator  is  always  available  to  address  questions  from  any  birder.    Once  the 
birder's  data  are  returned  to  the  NABBS  office,  the  results  are  compared  with  results  from 
previous  years  as  a  check  of  consistency.    When  significant  discrepancies  are  identified,  the 
NABBS  coordinator  works  with  the  State  coordinator  to  determine  the  cause  of  the 
discrepancies.   If  the  discrepancies  result  from  either  the  birder's  lack  of  bird  identification 
skills  or  an  inability  to  follow  standard  NABBS  methodology,  then  the  data  is  not  used  in  the 
analysis  of  bird  population  trends  and  another  recruit  is  selected  to  conduct  the  survey.   The 
participants  who  are  issued  Federal  banding  permits  are  not  supervised  after  meeting 
qualifications  for  obtaining  the  permit. 

Question:    Under  what  circumstances  do  you  enter  private  property? 

Answer:     A  Secretarial  Order,  written  NBS  guidance,  and  specific  provisions  of  the 
FY  1994  and  FY  1995  appropriations  laws  govern  NBS'  policy  of  private  property  access. 
Language  in  the  FY  94  and  FY  95  Interior  Appropriations  laws  (P.L.  103-138  and  P.L.  103- 
332,  respectively)  prohibits  NBS  from  spending  funds  for  any  new  surveys  on  private 
property  unless  NBS  gets  written  permission  for  entry  from  the  property  owner.   NBS  is  in 
compliance  with  the  law.    Additionally,  Secretarial  Order  3185,  dated  January  5,  1995,  further 
clarified  NBS'  responsibilities  on  private  property.   It  reiterates  that  NBS  employees  do  not 
trespass  and  are  required  to  obtain  written  permission  for  any  new  survey  work  on  private 
property.    Specifically,  the  Secretarial  Order  States: 

NBS  employees  are  required  to  obtain  permission  from  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  lawful 
occupant  before  undertaking  any  work  on  private  land.  No  new  surveys  will  be  initiated  on  private 
land  without  the  prior  written  pennission  of  the  land  owner.   There  will  be  no  charge  for  any  data 
collected  on  private  property  that  is  provided  to  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  lawful  occupant  upon 
his  or  her  request   (Secretarial  Order  3I8S;  January  S,  I99S) 
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Outreach  EfTorts 

Question:    What  efforts  have  you  personally  made  to  outreach  to  outside  groups 
concerned  about  the  issue  of  private  property  rights? 

Answer:     Since  June  1995  NBS  has  devoted  considerable  time  and  resources 
explaining  the  NBS  mission  to  the  public,  to  interested  constituent  groups,  and  to  States 
representatives  and  Members  of  Congress.    Early  in  his  tenure,  the  Director  focused  on 
private  property  rights  and  NBS'  policy  of  non-trespass,  of  entering  private  property  only 
when  invited  and  of  getting  written  permission  for  all  new  surveys.    Among  the  groups  that 
the  Director  or  the  Deputy  Director  have  personally  met  with,  and  specifically  discussed  NBS' 
private  property  access  policy,  are: 

•  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  (including  separate  meetings  with  the  Illinois, 

California,  Florida  and  Georgia  chapters) 
The  National  Cattlemen's  Association 
The  Western  States  Land  Commissioners  Association 
American  Mining  Congress 
National  Association  of  Counties 
American  Forest  and  Paper  Association 
Federated  Women  in  Timber 
The  Wilderness  Society 
National  Association  of  Home  Builders 
National  Association  of  State  Foresters 
National  Inholders  Association 
Natural  Areas  Association 
Association  of  American  State  Geologists 
Congressional  Sportsmen's  Caucus 
International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies 
Wildlife  Management  Institute 
National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 
The  Wildlife  Society  (Colorado  Chapter) 
The  CATO  Institute 

Question:    Does  diis  list  include  Western  interests? 

Answer:     As  noted  above  many  of  the  groups  that  we  have  talked  with  represent 
Western  interests. 

Question:    Have  NBS's  activities  actually  prevented  listings? 

Answer:    Yes.   NBS  already  has  a  proven  track  record  that  its  research  will  result  in 
species  not  being  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   Examples  are: 

•  A  new  NBS  program,  "Success  with  Species  at  Risk,"  funds  projects  to  assess  the 
status  of  trends  of  candidate  species  and  develop  alternatives  that  can  avoid  listing. 
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Under  this  program,  N6S  is  collaborating  with  the  International  Paper  Company  to 
identify  the  distribution  of  two  candidate  pitcher  plants  on  IP  lands  in  Alabama  and  to 
develop  management  options  that  preserve  the  plants  while  allowing  continued 
logging. 

•  In  Nevada,  NBS-funded  scientists  discovered  additional  Sand  Mountain  Blue 
Butterflies  distributed  over  a  highly  dispersed  host  plant  colony.    A  management  plan 
is  being  developed  that  directs  off-road  vehicle  traffic  away  from  these  host  plants. 

•  NBS  research  contributed  to  reopening  the  hunting  season  for  the  Cackling  Canada 
Goose.   Understanding  the  causes  of  decline  led  to  recovery  of  the  species  and 
reopening  of  the  season  after  ten  years. 

Question:    Are  you  contending  that  NBS  can  prevent  all  or  most  listings?   If  not, 
please  explain. 

Answer:    No.    As  an  independent,  non-advocacy  science  agency,  NBS  conducts  better, 
fully  peer-reviewed  studies  that  could  sometimes  reveal  that  certain  species  are  not  as 
threatened  as  had  been  supposed  or  could  lead  to  new  ways  of  accommodating  their  needs 
outside  of  a  regulatory  context. 

NBS  information  will  not  always  lead  to  species  not  being  listed  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.    NBS  information  will  not  always  favor  development  rights  over  environmental 
restriction.    Sometimes  the  research  findings  of  NBS  will  be  used  to  protect  species  and  their 
habitats  and  sometimes  the  information  will  lead  to  less  regulation.    In  cases  where  NBS 
research  does  lead  to  listing,  those  listings  will  be  based  on  reliable  and  objective  research. 

Private  Property  Rights 

Question:    The  Secretary  recently  issued  a  Secretarial  Order  to  address  several  private 
property  right  concerns.    Can  you  summarize  the  key  aspects  of  the  order? 

Answer:    On  January  5,  1995,  Secretary  Babbitt  signed  Secretarial  Order  #3185  to 
clarify  the  mission  and  the  activities  of  the  NBS.    Section  7  of  the  Order  details  NBS's 
activities  on  private  property.    Specifically,  it   States: 

NBS  employees  are  required  to  obtain  permission  from  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  lawfiil 
occupant  before  undertaking  any  work  on  private  land.   No  new  surveys  will  be  initiated  on  private 
land  without  the  prior  written  permission  of  the  land  owner.   There  will  be  no  charge  for  any  data 
_  collected  on  private  property  that  is  provided  to  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  lawfiil  occupant 
upon  his  or  her  request.  (Secretarial  Order  3185,  January  5,  1995) 
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Research  Catetories 

Question:    Your  budget  justification  is  confusing,  particularly  w^en  your 
research  is  grouped  under  three  categories  called  species  biology,  population  dynamics. 
and  ecosystems.    Can  you  give  me  a  concise  description  of  each  category? 

Answer:    NBS  research  is  based  on  the  strong  traditions  of  management- 
oriented  research  on  fish,  wildlife,  and  habitats  developed  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the  other  contributing  Interior  bureaus.   The 
goal  of  providing  resource  managers  with  scientific  products  needed  for  better 
management  of  living  resources  is  common  to  all  NBS  research.   In  light  of  this 
commonality,  the  separation  of  the  Research  Activity  into  components  (Subactivities) 
highlight  levels  of  biological  organization  (organism,  population,  interacting 
populations)  under  investigation  in  a  study  rather  than  the  reasons  the  study  is  needed. 

Species  Biology.    Research  in  this  area  focuses  on  biological  processes  and  ecological 
needs  of  organisms.    Studies  are  designed  to  determine  basic  biological  factors 
affecting  the  reproduction  and  survival  of  species  of  Department  of  the  Interior 
interest,  including  their  physiology,  behavior,  genetics,  systematics,  toxicology  and 
habitat  requirements.    Species  Biology  research  also  develops  tools  and  techniques  to 
manage  these  species,  including  culture  techniques,  as  indicated  in  later  answers, 
disease  control,  and  mitigation  of  effects  from  alien  nuisance  species. 

Population  Dynamics.   This  area  of  research  focuses  on  the  interactions  between  life 
history  and  environmental  factors  that  determine  the  dynamics  of  populations.    Studies 
are  designed  to  identify  causes  and  effects  of  variation  and  fluctuations  in  animal  and 
plant  population  size  and  composition.   Population  Dynamics  research  also  develops 
more  accurate  inventory,  monitoring  and  census  methods  and  technologies  as  well  as 
analytical  methods  to  detect  significant  positive  or  negative  population  trends. 

Ecosystems.   In  Ais  area  research  focuses  on  the  complex,  interdependent  interactions 
of  organisms  and  populations  with  each  other  and  with  their  physical  and  chemical 
environments.    Ecosystem  research  determines  the  effects  of  natural  and  human-caused 
environmental  change  on  ecological  systems  and  the  landscapes  in  which  they  occur. 
Ecosystem  research  also  develops  models  to  predict  the  likely  effects  of  inevitable 
change  and  alternative  policy  decisions  and  management  actions  and  provides 
scientific  results  to  enable  a  greater  range  of  effective  and  practical  management 
methods  and  policy  options. 

Policy  Board 

Question:   I  notice  that  you  use  a  science  board  v^ich  represents  eight  Federal 
agencies  to  determine  priorities.    What  part  do  State  resource  agencies,  local 
communities,  or  non-governmental  organizations  play  in  your  selection  of  priorities? 
Is  diat  a  defined  process  for  them  to  be  involved? 

Answer:     NBS  has  not  established  an  independent  science  board.   The  science 
board  to  v^^ich  you  are  referring  in  your  question  is  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
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Coordination  Board  for  Science,  Engineering  and  Technology,  commonly  known  as 
the  DOI  Science  Board.  Its  membership  is  comprised  of  appropriate  representatives 
from:  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bureau  of  Mines, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Minerals  Management  Service,  National  Biological  Service, 
National  Park  Service,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and 
the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement,  Territories  and 
International  Affairs,  Office  of  Budget,  and  Office  of  Policy. 

The  DOI  Science  Board  is  chaired  by  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Water  and 
Science  and  has  the  following  functions:  provide  advice  to  the  Secretary  on  DOI's 
R&D  policies,  programs,  and  priorities;  facilitate  planning  and  coordination  among 
DOI  bureaus  engaged  in  R&D;  and  coordinates  DOI  R&D  activities  with  relevant 
external  national  and  international  activities,  including  efforts  such  as  the  National 
Science  and  Technology  Council. 

NBS  had,  early  in  its  existence  created  a  "Policy  Board"  consisting  of  DOI  bureau 
directors.  However,  the  DOI  Science  Board  and  the  NBS  Information  Needs  process 
with  its  regional  and  national  teams  is  fulfilling  the  role  initially  conceived  for  the 
NBS  Policy  Board.  That  is,  these  mechanisms  ensure  that  DOI  bureaus  with  an 
interest  in  or  that  contributed  to  the  creation  of  NBS  have  an  opportunity  to  advise 
NBS,  especially  with  respect  to  their  needs  and  the  establishment  of  NBS  research 
priorities. 

Currently  NBS  priorities  are  being  established  through  a  number  of  formal  and 
informal  mechanisms.    At  the  more  formal  level,  we  have  created  an  information 
needs  process  which  provides  an  opportunity  for  DOI  bureaus  to  identify  at  both  the 
regional  and  national  level  their  highest  priority  needs.   This  is  done  through  a  written 
submission  to  NBS  and  then  a  series  of  Regional  and  National  team  meetings  where 
representatives  from  the  various  bureaus,  together  with  NBS  staff  meet  to  discuss  their 
needs  and  develop  a  list  of  priority  rankings.   The  results  of  this  process  will  be  used 
to  create  a  database  of  needs  identified  by  NBS  and  its  client  bureaus  which  will  be 
organized  into  national,  regional,  and  local  categories  and  updated  annually. 

At  the  more  informal  level,  the  Director  of  NBS  has  met  with  the  Director  of  each 
DOI  Bureau  to  discuss  what  their  needs  are  and  how  NBS  can  best  serve  these  needs. 
The  NBS  Director  also  meets  regularly  with  representatives  of  State  resource  agencies, 
local  communities,  and  non-governmental  organizations.   In  addition,  there  is  regular 
communication  and  contact  between  the  NBS  Center  Directors  and  NBS  scientists  with 
their  counterparts  in  the  other  bureaus.   Finally,  now  that  the  NBS  Regional  Directors 
are  in  place,  they  will  have  as  a  high  priority,  the  responsibility  for  meeting  with  State 
resource  agencies,  local  communities,  and  non-governmental  organizations  to  hear 
what  their  concerns  are  and  determine  how  NBS  can  best  respond  to  the  identified 
needs. 

Question  :    Is  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act   seen  as  a  problem  with 
allowing  participation  by  other  than  Federal  employees  in  the  process? 
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Answer:    The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  does  make  it  difficult 
to  get  the  kind  of  advice  from  over  partners/collaborators,  who  are  not  federal 
employees,  that  we  would  like.    The  Director  of  >fBS  has  met  with  the  Director  of 
each  DOI  Bureau  to  discuss  what  their  needs  are  and  how  NBS  can  best  serve  these 
needs.    NBS  is  also  exploring  the  establishment  of  an  NBS  Science  Advisory  Council 
(NBS  Science  Council).    As  currently  conceived,  this  would  represent  an  integration  of 
the  Secretary's  initial  vision  for  creating  an  NBS  Policy  Board  and  an  NBS  Science 
Council.    We  expect  the  NBS  Science  Council  to  be  made  up  of  approximately  IS 
members,  including  representatives  from  research  institutions,  state  and  local  resource 
agencies,  and  non-governmental  organizations.    The  NBS  Science  Advisory  Council 
will  operate  under  FACA  regulations,  to  the  extent  they  apply.    Our  current  thinking  is 
that  the  NBS  Science  Council  will  primarily  advise  the  Director  on  broader  national 
needs  and  help  to  ensure  that  NBS  science  maintains  its  high  standards  of  excellence, 
by  providing  advice  on  peer  review  and  quality  control  procedures  as  well  as 
mechanisms  for  collaboration  with  the  broader  scientific  community.    In  addition  the 
NBS  Science  Council  will  advise  the  Director  on  structuring  appropriate  collaborative 
relationships  for  research  on  biological  resources  and  the  ecological  and  socioeconomic 
systems  within  \\^ich  they  are  found. 

Question:    When  NBS  was  created,  75-80%  of  the  money  and  about  90%  of 
the  people  came  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   It  would  appear  that  in  this 
science  board,  the  Director  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  one  of  eight  votes,  so  to 
speak,  of  how  the  money  is  spent.    Does  that  mean  we  are  likely  to  see  a  shift  over 
time  away  from  research  that  related  to  fish  and  wildlife  to  new  fields  such  as  global 
climate  change  or  monitoring  international  biosphere  reserves  with  little  direct 
relevance  to  fish  and  wildlife  management? 

Answer:     As  indicated  in  the  answer  to  a  previous  question,  on  client  research 
needs,  the  NBS  Information  Needs  Process  will  be  the  mechanism  used  to  first 
identify  the  problems/needs  of  each  DOI  bureau,  second  to  consolidate  these  needs 
into  local,  regional,  and  national  groupings,  and  third  to  begin  the  process  of  aligning 
NBS  research  priorities  with  the  needs  that  have  been  identified.    NBS  expects  to 
develop  and  fine  tune  this  process  over  the  next  few  years.    The  process  being  used  to 
provide  input  into  our  FY  1996  planning  is  an  improvement  over  the  process  used  as  a 
means  of  redirecting  some  of  our  FY  1995  funds  to  critical  needs  of  the  DOI 
management  bureaus.    NBS  will  revise  and  improve  this  process  based  on  the  lessons 
learned  from  our  use  of  it  as  input  to  the  FY  1 996  planning  process. 

NBS  is  likely  to  see  a  shift  over  time  in  its  research  portfolio.    Rather  than 
characterizing  this  as  a  shift  away  from  research  related  to  fish  and  wildlife  to  new 
fields  it  is  more  accurate  to  say  that  the  shift  will  be  in  the  context  within  which 
research  is  done  and  not  just  in  the  research  itself   NBS  scientists  will  be  asked  to 
think  about  their  research  in  the  context  of  the  ecological  and  socioeconomic  systems 
within  v^ich  the  biological  resources  are  found  and  to  think  about  how  their  research 
results  will  contribute  to  the  understanding  underlining  sound  management  decisions. 
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It  is  also  fair  to  say  that  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  shifting  from  a  species- 
by-species  approach  to  a  broader  focus  on  underlying  problems,  and  that  NBS  ~  far 
from  abandoning  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concerns   —  will  be  better  able  to 
meet  their  needs. 

Ecosystem  Research 

Question:    One  of  the  largest  programs  in  your  budget  is  something  called 
ecosystems  research.    Since  an  ecosystem,  by  definition,  includes  water,  soil,  plants, 
animals  and  people,  it  would  seem  that  almost  anything  could  be  included.   How  can 
the  Committee  understand  what  is  in  that  $52.38  million  category? 

Answer:    While  it  is  true  that  study  of  the  functions  and  processes  of 
ecosystems  requires  one  to  examine  such  components  as  water,  soil,  plants,  animals, 
and  people,  ecosystem  research  is  far  more  focused  and  goal-directed  than  it  might  at 
first  appear.   Ecosystem  research  focuses  generally  on  the  processes  by  which  these 
and  other  components  interact  and  specifically  on  the  way  these  interactions  affect  the 
living  resources  for  which  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  responsibility. 
Ecosystem  processes  such  as  succession,  response  to  disturbance,  fragmentation,  and 
nutrient  cycling  are  vital  to  the  conservation  of  living  resources,  and  these  processes 
are  affected  by  a  variety  of  human  activities  and  government  actions.   The  category 
"Ecosystem  Research"  may  seem  less  focused  than  its  "Species  Biology"  and 
"Population  Dynamics"  counterparts,  but  these  categories  represent  differences  in  the 
complexity  of  the  systems  examined.   The  advantage  of  considering  issues  at  the 
ecosystem  level  is  that  it  allows  an  integrated  approach  to  dealing  with  the  question 
rather  than  addressing  it  in  isolation  or  out  of  context.    When  we  investigate  a  problem 
with  the  decline  of  a  particular  species,  redhead  ducks  for  example,  we  might  go  about 
our  analysis  by  posing  questions  at  different  levels:  is  the  problem  result  of  poor 
nutrition  (species  biology),  is  poor  reproduction  or  poor  survival  of  adults  the  major 
effect  (population  dynamics),  or  is  the  root  cause  of  the  problem  to  be  found  in 
degradation  of  wetland  habitats  and  consequent  changes  in  the  community  of  plants 
and  animals  on  which  the  ducks  depend  (ecosystem  research)?   Many  of  the  problems 
we  address  are  complex,  and  the  real  causes  are  indirect.   Moreover,  a  problem 
affecting  redhead  ducks  may  also  affect  other  water-birds,  fish  species,  and  valuable 
communities  of  plants.    We  have  included  under  ecosystem  research  all  of  our  studies 
that  seek  to  solve  problems  by  detecting  underlying  causes,  and  we  believe  that  the 
payoff  will  be  more  meaningful  research  that  will  lead  to  more  useful  and  more  lasting 
solutions  to  problems  than  are  possible  through  a  single  species  or  single  population 
approach. 

Question:    What  would  convince  the  Committee,  in  a  time  of  very  tough 
budgets,  to  support  that  kind  of  a  generalized  research  category? 

Answer:    Emphasis  by  NBS  on  an  "ecosystem"  approach  to  natural  resource 
research  focuses  on  bringing  about  a  much  more  effective  methodology  to  solve 
problems  by  the  Interior  Department's  research  arm.    All  the  projects  in  this  categoiy. 
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both  inherited  and  new  activities,  respond  to  the  needs  of  resource  managers  within  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  addressing  highly  specific  problems.   That  is,  while  the 
category  may  be  generalized,  the  research  conducted  within  the  category  is  closely 
focused  on  critical  processes  and  highly  directed  toward  resource  management  and 
resource  conservation  goals.    Both  scientists  and  resource  managers  agree  that  many  of 
the  past  failures  in  conservation  have  occurred  from  too  narrow  approaches  to 
problems— we  have  won  many  small  battles  while  losing  the  larger  war.    The  intent  of 
emphasizing  ecosystem-level  research  is  to  encourage  the  development  of  more 
integrative  comprehensive  research. 

Question:    What  payoff  are  we  likely  to  see  in  the  near  future  from  that 
research? 

Answer:  A  more  integrative  approach  to  research  will  enable  NBS  to  deliver 
far  more  useful  products  to  management.  Among  the  payoffs  expected  are  some  of 
the  following: 

•  Greater  range  of  expertise  applied  to  problems—that  is,  a  problem  of 
waterfowl  production  in  a  wetland  complex  might  be  addressed  not  just  by  a 
waterfowl  specialist,  but  that  person  would  be  joined  by  a  team  comprised  of  a 
hydrologist,  a  contaminants  specialist,  and  biologist  specializing  in  invasive 
alien  plants.    Such  a  team  would  be  much  more  likely  to  diagnose  the  true 
problem  and  to  propose  lasting  solutions. 

•  Ability  to  diagnose  the  root  causes  of  problems— the  systematic,  team-driven 
approach  to  problem-solving  would  be  better  able  to  predict  similar  problems  in 
other  areas  and  to  provide  management  solutions,  even  in  the  absence  of 
detailed  site-specific  investigations. 

•  Prediction  of  problems  before  they  occur—scientists  and  resource  managers 
will  be  in  a  far  better  position  to  plan  pro-actively,  taking  preventative  actions 
or  influencing  responsible  planning  activities  in  ways  that  accommodate  natural 
resource  and  economic  and  other  interests. 

•  Comprehensive  problem  solving— problems  that  extend  or  arise  beyond  the 
boundaries  of  National  Parks,  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  or  other  jurisdictional 
entities  can  be  fully  understood  and  addressed  more  effectively. 

•  Fuller  understanding  of  environmental  problems—this  can  lead  to  more 
holistic  solutions  that  avoid  many  of  the  conflicts  inherent  in  short-term  or 
piecemeal  solutions. 

Distribution  of  Ecosystem  Research  Funds 

Question:  We  note  that  you  are  channeling  large  increases  into  a  number  of 
priority  ecosystems  such  as  South  Florida.   In  each  case  there  is  an  increase  over  last 
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year's  request.    Several  other  agencies  also  show  major  requested  increases  in  funding 
for  those  particular  ecosystems.    What  is  happening  to  the  research,  information  and 
monitoring  needs  in  the  ecosystems  where  this  money  is  coming  from  given  the  fact 
that  the  budget  is  either  stable  or  declining? 

Answer:     Increased  funding  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Initiative  and  Pacific  North  West  Initiative  would  be  derived  from  increased  resources 
as  requested  in  the  FY  1996  budget.    Funding  will  not  be  derived  through  the  shifting 
of  existing  resources  dedicated  to  other  NBS  projects.    NBS  chose  to  focus  on  these 
projects  because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  crises  in  these  regions,  and  also  because  they 
are  major  Administration  initiatives. 

Question:  Who  decided  to  put  money  in  those  specific  ecosystems  versus  some 
others  that  may  be  of  equal  importance? 

Answer:    Initial  site  selection  was  made  by  the  Department  after  consultation 
with  our  State,  Federal,  and  private  sector  partners. 

Question  :    Did  you  solicit  the  views  of  Governors,  of  State  resource  agencies, 
universities,  or  was  the  selection  made  by  Federal  agencies? 

Answer:    As  mentioned  above,  activities  to  be  undertaken  in  each  region  were 
selected  after  consultation  with  our  partners. 

Question:    Priorities  have  obviously  been  made.    What  work  was  stopped  or 
discontinued  to  enable  fmancing  these  new  ecosystem  projects? 

Answer:    The  establishment  of  these  demonstration  efforts  are  dependent  upon 
an  increase  in  FY  1996  funding.    Therefore,  a   reduction  or  discontinuation  of  NBS 
activities  in   other  regions  is  not  planned. 

Cooperative  Research  Units 

Question:    One  category  in  your  budget  is  the  cooperative  research  units  which 
are  established  in  cooperation  with  a  university  or  college.    At  the  time  the  transfer 
was  made  in  1994,  budget  documents  show  that  $18.46  million  and  191  FTEs  were 
transferred  with  those  cooperative  research  units  from  the  FWS,  BLM  or  NPS.    Your 
budget  request  for  1996  shows  $15.8  million  requested  and  173  FTEs.    This  is  about  a 
20%  reduction  in  funding  and  18  less  positions  in  the  last  three  years  in  those  units.    I 
understand  those  units  represent  about  a  3:1  match  of  State  and  local  funds  to  the 
Federal  funds.    Why  did  you  make  such  a  reduction  in  those  very  productive  units 
which  have  not  only  a  research  but  a  teaching  and  extension  role?    Can  we  expect 
continued  reduction  in  funding  for  those  units? 

Answer:     In  FY  1994  when  NBS  was  formed  the  seven  parent  bureaus 
transferred  $11.86  million  in  base  and  a  request  for  new  funding  of  $6.6  million. 
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totaling  $18.46  million  for  the  Cooperative  Research  Units  program.    The   requested 
increase  included  $1.6  million    to  fill  vacancies  at  former  FWS  units  and  $5  million  in 
additional  support  for  the  former  NPS  units.    The   increased  funding  for  the  former 
NPS  units  was  reduced  $3  million  by  Congress  leaving  an  enacted  appropriation  of 
$15.3  million  for  FY  1994..    Additional  funding  was  again  requested  for  FY  1995  but 
the  enacted  level  was  slightly  less  than  FY  1994.    We  have  again  requested  increased 
funding  in  FY  1996  for  this  cost  effective  program. 

FTE  Inflation  Cost  Absorption 

Question:    Your  1996  request  shows  an  increase  of  $500,000  and  2  FTEs. 
That  is  to  establish  two  new  units.   Does  this  mean  existing  units  get  no  real  increases 
even  for  inflation? 

Answer:  Where  appropriate,  increases  for  inflation  are  covered  and  included 
under  uncontrollable  changes,  although  the  impact  of  inflation  is  slight  in  most  coop 
units. 

Administrative  Costs 

Question:    One  of  the  concerns  when  NBS  was  established  was  the  increasing 
cost  of  establishing  a  new  agency  including  four  regional  offices  which  require 
staffing,  space  and  all  the  related  costs  of  a  new  organization.    Your  budget  documents 
show  that  a  portion  of  the  regional  offices  and  headquarters  cost  are  assigned  to 
general  administration  and  that  substantial  amounts  of  services  were  being  purchased 
from  other  agencies.    How  can  we  get  a  realistic  look  at  the  true  cost  of  this  new 
organization  when  all  of  the  costs  are  considered  and  not  just  those  that  you  choose  to 
show  under  administration? 

Answer:     The  Administration  Activity  funds  are  used  to  fund  the  salary  costs 
for  a  regional  director  and  a  secretary  in  each  of  the  four  regional  offices.    In  addition, 
space  costs  are  included  under  bureau-wide  costs  paid  from  the  Administration 
Activity.  Funding  for  other  regional  office  costs  comes  from  the  three  main  program 
areas  (Research,  Inventory  and  Monitoring,  and  Information  Transfer).    Six  to  seven 
positions  per  region  are  planned  with  total  costs  for  all  four  regional  offices  estimated 
at  something  under  $2  million  for  FY  1995. 

Question:  Your  budget  justification  documents  have  a  category  for 
Administration  on  page  82,  but  there  is  no  explanatory  text.    Can  you  tell  the 
Committee  what  is  included  in  administration  costs  including  purchased  services  from 
other  agencies. 

Answer:    Additional  explanatory  text  for  the  Administration  Activity  begins  on 
page  83  of  NBS'   FY  1996  Budget  Justification.    Administration  costs  are  comprised 
of  four  major  areas: 
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•  Bureau-wide  fixed  costs  including  space,  FTS  2000,  commercial  telephones, 
postage,  and  the  Federal  Personnel  and  Payroll  System. 

•  Internal  Administration  Support  supporting  a  small  headquarters  staff  covering 
budget,  procurement,  fmance,  personnel,  engineering,  EEO,  and  management 
under  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Director  -  Budget  and  Administration. 

•  External  Administration  Support  including  the  Department  Working  Capital 
Fund,  unemployment  compensation,  and  reimbursement  to  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  for  administrative  services  in  the  central  office  and  regional  offices. 
These  purchased  services  include  personnel,  procurement,  and  financial  support 
in  the  regions  and  funds  for  central  office  support  for  IRM,  finance,  personnel, 
and  engineering.    The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  also  provides  and  maintains 
financial  records  for  internal  NBS  use,  and  prepares  and  issues  reports  required 
by  the  Chief  Financial  Officer's  Act. 

•  Executive  Direction/Program  Support  includes  support  for  the  Director  and  his 
staff,  External  Affairs,  and  four  regional  directors  and  their  secretaries. 

NBS  Senior  Executive  Service  Positions 

Question:    Page  100  of  your  budget  justification  shows  an  estimated  13  senior 
executive  service  positions  including  four  at  the  top  level  of  ES  6.    I  believe  this 
compares  to  one  or  two  Senior  Executive  Service  positions  in  1994  prior  to  the 
reorganization.    How  do  you  justify  that  tremendous  increase  in  high  priced  overhead 
for  a  program  that  is  roughly  the  same  size  as  it  was  when  it  was  transferred? 

Answer:    A  total  of  five  Senior  Executive  Service  (SES)  positions  transferred 
from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  hfBS  when  NBS  was  established.   However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  consolidation  of  various  related  biological  science  functions 
from  seven  other  Interior  bureaus  into  NBS  has  increased  the  scope  of  managerial 
responsibility  and  authority  over  that  which  existed  when  the  functions  were  dispersed 
in  their  parent  bureaus.    Secondly,  additional  major  initiatives  have  been  added  to 
NBS's  mission,  such  as  major  outreach  efforts  to  establish  partnership  agreements  with 
other  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  and  the  private  sector  to  improve 
knowledge  of  the  Nation's  biological  resources.   The  increase  in  managerial 
responsibility  and  authority  resulting  from  the  consolidation  of  functions  and,  for 
example,  from  the  initiation  of  new  major  partnering  and  science  outreach  efforts  has 
created  the  need  to  establish  additional  SES  positions.    At  NBS's  request,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  Executive  Resources  Board  approved  the  establishment  of 
the  additional  SES  positions  in  NBS.    The  additional  SES  positions  authorized  for 
NBS  are  within  the  overall  Departmental  reduced  allocation  of  SES  slots.    With  regard 
to  the  ES  6  pay  level,  several  of  NBS's  SES  positions  were  filled  by  highly  qualified 
personnel  from  other  Interior  bureaus  who  were  charter  members  of  the  SES,  who  are 
seasoned  and  highly  knowledgable  science  and  technology  managers,  and  who  were 
already  at  that  pay  level  when  they  accepted  SES  positions  with  the  NBS. 
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NBS  Base  Transfer 

Question:    In  1994  when  the  NBS  was  formed,  your  justification  documents 
showed  that  $107.47  million  in  research  was  transferred  from  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  research  and  development,  plus  more  than  $26  million  from  National  Park 
Service  research,  about  $5.4  million  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  research, 
and  $4  5  million  from  the  Mineral  Management  Service.   That  is  a  total  of  about  $143 
million  that  was  categorized  as  research  and  development  by  the  agencies  at  the  time 
the  transfer  was  made.    In  addition,  there  were  funds  transferred  for  administration,  for 
inventory  and  monitoring,  etc.    Staying  with  research  for  the  moment,  it  looks  like 
$143  million  in  research  was  transferred  from  the  agencies  in  1994.   By  1996,  the 
amount  in  research  is  only  $84,577  million.   This  means  that  about  $50  million  less 
research  is  being  done  by  this  bureau  which  is  being  called  a  science  bureau.    Can  you 
explain  this? 

Answer:    The  numbers  referred  to  in  the  question  require  some  clarification. 
First,  the  National  Wetlands  Inventory,  and  the  associated  $7.9  million,  which  appears 
to  be  included  in  the  $143  million  figure,  was  not  transferred  ultimately  to  NBS. 
After  adjustments,  slightly  more  than  $138  million  was  transferred  to  NBS  for 
"research".     "Research"  funding  in  some  cases  included  the  related  research  support, 
administration,  and  related  items.   In  preparing  the  FY  1994  Budget  amendment  that 
created  NBS,  staffs  from  the  parent  bureaus  identified  the  most  appropriate  location  in 
NBS's  new  budget  activity  structure  to  distribute  the  funds  from  their  "research" 
programs.   The  table  below  shows  the  distribution  of  those  funds  from  parent  bureaus 
into  Research,  Inventory  and  Monitoring  (I&M),  Information  Transfer  (ITS),  and 
Cooperative  Units  (Coops),  and  Administration  (Admin).    Following  Congressional 
action  on  the  FY  1994  Amendment  creating  NBS,  an  additional  $13,403  million  from 
FWS  Research  was  directed  into  a  budget  category  and  subactivity  within  NBS  called 
Facilities  Operation  and  Maintenance,  used  to  pay  for  operating  Science  Centers  which 
was  previously  funded  within  FWS'  Research  support  accounts.   These  funds  continue 
to  support  the  research  programs  inherited  from  other  bureaus.   The  different  activity 
names  are  intended  to  categorize  the  generic  research  program  more  specifically. 
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Inter-agency  Transfer  of  Research  Funding,  FY  1994 
(SOOO) 


Bureau 

Research 

I&M 

ITS 

COOPf 

FaciUty 
Opt  & 
Maint 

Admin 

Total 

BLM 

6,195 

1,005 

1,610 

403 

$  9.213 

MMS 

4.500 

400 

4,900 

OSM 

300 

100 

400 

USGS 

630 

630 

BOR 

1,200 

514 

1,714 

MPS 

10,129 

3,115 

3,800 

2,873 

174 

20,091 

FWS  (Research) 

47,457 

5.601 

7,696 

7,377 

1,629 

72,450 

FWS  (Facilities) 

13.403 

13,403 

FWS  (Operations) 

%3 

4.840 

1,712 

10.398 

15,223 

Total 

$70,744 

$15,805 

$13,208 

$11,860 

$13,403 

$13,004 

$138,024 

The  totals  on  the  table  reflect  base  funds  in  the  different  NBS  Activities  prior  to  any 
increases  or  decreases  approved  by  Congress  in  both  1994  and  1995.    All  of  these 
funds  are  used  for  the  research  programs  formerly  conducted  in  the  other  bureaus. 

Question:     I  note  that  in  1994  immediately  after  the  transfer,  you  show  only 
$82,267  million  in  research  as  an  actual  amount.   This  appears  to  mean  that  there  is  a 
major  shift  to  inventorying  and  monitoring  and  information  transfer  immediately  upon 
the  creation  of  NBS  and  that  your  1996  budget  includes  more  than  $32  million  for 
inventory  and  monitoring  and  information  transfer.   How  was  it  decided  that  we 
should  make  this  major  shift  from  doing  research  that  was  rather  applied  and  problem 
oriented  prior  to  the  transfer  to  this  smaller  research  program  and  a  greatly  expanded 
inventory,  monitoring  and  information  transfer  program? 

Answer:     There  was  no  actual  shift  in  funds  from  activities  that  would  be 
considered  "research"  to  either  information  transfer  or  inventory  and  monitoring  upon 
creation  of  NBS.   The  transfer  is  simply  the  renaming  of  activities  formerly  "lumped" 
under  the  term  "research"  in  FWS,  NFS,  BLM,  etc.   The  activities  that  were  placed  for 
administrative  purposes  into  either  information  transfer  or  inventory  and  monitoring 
include  such  activities  as  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  Great  Lakes  fish  stock  assessment. 
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support  for  National  Park  Service  CIS  and  mapping,  contaminant  monitoring  on  DOI 
lands,  the  North  American  bird  banding  program,  the  Federal-State  cooperative  Gap 
Analysis  Program.    The  bureaus  from  which  NBS  was  created  recognized  that  all  three 
activities  (research,  inventory  and  monitoring,  and  information  transfer)   are  integral 
components  of  a  comprehensive  science  program.  NBS  concurs,  but  has  chosen  simply 
to  administer  these  activities  using  different  headings. 

In  addition,  the  funding  devoted  to  inventory  and  monitoring  declined  from  FY  94  to 
FY  95,  and  would,  if  the  President's  FY  96  budget  were  enacted,  only  grow  by  2.5 
percent  from  FY  94  to  FY  96.    Likewise,  the  information  transfer  budget  only  grew  by 
about  1  percent  from  FY  94  to  FY  95.   While  this  area  is  proposed  for  a  larger 
increase  in  FY  96,  this  request  is  still  smaller  than  the  increase  requested  in  FY  96  for 
Research. 

"Scientist  in  the  Park"  Program 

Question:    I  know  that  the  National  Park  Service  used  to  have  a  very  popular 
"scientist  in  the  park"  program.    What  has  happened  to  that  program  since  it  was 
transferred  to  the  National  Biological  Service?   Do  you  have  more,  less,  or  the  same 
number  of  people  in  that  program 

Answer:    The  program  has  remained  the  same  in  terms  of  personnel;  the  same 
number  of  scientists  remain  in  the  parks. 

Question:    Has  the  physical  location  of  scientists  changed,  or  just  the 
organization  they  report  to? 

Answer:   The  scientists  are  in  the  same  locations  but  they  now  report  to  the 
National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  and  not  the  National  Park  Service. 

Question:    What  advantage  is  there  to  a  "scientist  in  the  park"  to  be  reporting 
to  the  National  Biological  Service  versus  the  National  Park  Service? 

Answer:  The  greatest  change  in  the  program  is  also  the  greatest  advantage  to 
having  park-based  scientists  report  to  NBS.  This  change  fulfills  several 
recommendations  of  the  National  Research  Council's  (NRC)  1992  report:  "Science  in 
the  National  Parks."  In  1990,  National  Park  Service  Director  James  M.  Ridenour,  in 
order  to  strengthen  science  in  the  parks,  requested  NRC  to  investigate  and  report  on 
the  quality  of  park  science.  In  its  fmdings,  the  NRC  reemphasized  its  fmdings  from 
its  1963  study  of  park  science: 

A  pennanent,  independent  and  identiflable  research  unit  should  be  established  within  the  National 
Parle  Service  to  conduct  and  supervise  research  on  natural  history  problems  for  the  entire  national 
park  system.   In  order  to  maintain  its  objectivity,  the  principal  research  organization  should  be 
independent  of  operatioiud  management...   The  research  staff  should  have  complete  freedom  in  the 
execution  of  an  approved  research  program,  in  evaluating  the  results,  in  reporting  the  findings  and 
in  making  recommendations  based  on  the  fmdings  (NRC,  1963). 
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By  associating  park  scientists  with  the  NBS,  not  only  are  these  scientists  free  to 
objectively  report  their  research  findings,  but  they  also  have  access  to  a  large  body  of 
researchers,  formerly  associated  with  other  Department  bureaus,  with  whom  to 
collaborate.   NRC  also  concluded  that  peer  review  of  research  was  needed  to  increase 
quality  and  credibility  of  park  science;  this  is  required  for  all  new  research  in  NBS. 
Other  NRC  recommendations  were  to  separate  funds  for  park  science  from  funds  for 
park  operations  through  an  explicit  budget  line,  and  establish  a  competitive  grants 
program  to  encourage  external  scientists  to  work  with  park  scientists  and  in  national 
parks.    The  creation  of  NBS  has  facilitated  these  and  has  succeeded  in  bringing  the 
research  needs  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  the  larger  body  of  NBS  scientists. 

Cooperative  Research  Units 

Question:   The  National  Park  Service  had  several  cooperative  units  at  the  time 
of  the  merger.      Have  these  units  remained  the  same? 

Answer:    The  units  have  remained  the  same,  but  assigned  to  different 
administrative  structures.    For  instance,  some  are  independent  cooperative  research 
units  in  the  Division  of  Cooperative  Research  while  others  are  assigned  to  one  of 
several    Science  Centers. 

Question:    Have  those  cooperative  units  been  merged  with  others? 

Answer:    Our  goal  is  to  merge  the  NPS  units  with  the  appropriate  NBS  units. 
The  two  most  likely  moves  for  NPS  units  are  to  existing  cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife 
units  or  as  field  stations  for  Research  Centers.    Currently,  we  are  in  the  process  of 
merging  the  North  Carolina  State  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit  with  the  North 
Carolina  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit.    The  three  prototype  units  in 
Alaska,  California,  and  Maryland  will  combine  an  Assistant  Leader  for  Ecology  with 
those  for  fish  and  wildlife,  creating  an  NBS  Cooperative  Research  Unit. 

Question:   Has  the  type  of  research  being  done  been  changed?   If  so,  can  you 
provide  some  examples? 

Answer:   The  focus  of  the  research  program  of  these  units  has  not  changed. 

Question:   If  die  research  has  not  changed,  then  what  is  the  advantage  of  them 
being  a  part  of  NBS? 

Answer:  The  former  NPS  units  will  have  access  to  added  information  to  focus 
on  die  problems  they  deal  with  in  the  National  Parks  because  of  their  association  with 
other  biologists  widiin  NBS.  They  will  increasingly  take  on  research  assignments  as 
part  of  team  efforts  in  researching  the  more  generic  problems  of  resource  management 
in  the  Parks,  rather  than  deal  with  each  Park  separately  and  the  duplication  of  problem 
solving  for  each  Park.    Where  problems  are  unique,  the  NPS  units  will  be  able  to  keep 
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their  individual  focus  but  employ  the  broader  expertise  available  in  the  research 
agency. 

Coastal  Oregon  Productivity  Enhancement  Program 

Question:    At  the  time  of  the  transfer,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  had 
considerable  amount  of  applied  research  dealing  directly  with  such  problems  as 
reforestation  failures' in  Oregon.    Is  that  research  still  ongoing? 

Answer:    The  Coastal  Oregon  Productivity  Enhancement  (COPE)  program 
addressed  a  wide  variety  of  reforestation  topics  for  several  years  prior  to  the  formation 
of  the  NBS.    The  program  has  been  scaling  down  as  projects  have  been  completed  and 
budget  reductions  have  been  implemented.  There  are  several  projects  which  are  still 
underway  and  others  which  have  been  extended. 

Question:    If  that  has  been  directed  towards  new  lines  of  research,  what  are 
they? 

Answer:    Through  a  competitive  process  some  funds  have  been  redirected  from 
lower  priority  projects  to  higher  priority  needs  such  as  those  associated  with  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan,  spotted  owl  demographic  characteristics  studies,  and  the 
restoration  of  native  plant  diversity  on  rangelands  of  the  inter-mountain  west. 

Question:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Forest  Service,  and  I  believe,  the 
Oregon  State  University  established  an  old  growth  dependent  wildlife  research  unit  at 
Corvaliis.    Are  those  BLM  scientists  now  part  of  NBS? 

Answer:    The  BLM  scientists  of  the  former  BLM  Cooperative  Research  Unit 
were  transferred  to  NBS  and  are  now  the  core  staff  of  the  NBS  Forest  and  Rangeland 
Ecosystem  Science  Center  at  Corvaliis,  Oregon. 

Question:    How  has  that  research  been  changed  by  the  establishment  of  NBS? 

Answer:   The  major  areas  of  research  remain  the  same  although  funding  levels 
have  shifted  with  changing  priorities.   The  major  difference  is  that  the  mission  of  the 
Center  has  been  broadened  to  address  the  science  needs  of  other  partner  bureaus  in 
addition  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 

Question:     I  note  that  the  National  Biological  Service  is  engaged  in  global 
climate  research.   What  type  of  research  was  discontinued  in  order  to  take  on  this  new 
line  of  research?   Specifically,  what  units  are  now  involved  and  what  were  they 
previously  researching?   Please  be  specific. 

Answer:   No  other  research  in  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  was 
discontinued  in  order  to  do  global  climate  research.   Many  scientists  from  the  National 
Park  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau  of 
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Reclamation  were  already  researching  climate  change,  and  they  continue  to  do  so  in 
theNBS. 

The  NBS  units  involved  in  global  climate  research  are  the: 

Alaska  Science  Center  Anchorage,  Alaska 
Raptor  Research  and  Technical  Assistance  Center                             Boise  State  University,  Idaho 

Pacific  Forest  and  Rangeland  Ecosystem  Science  Center  CorvaUis,  Oregon 
Sequoia/Kings  Canyon  and  Yosemite  National  Parks  -  Cal.  Pacific 

Science  Center,  Univ.  of  Washington  Co-operative  Park  Studies  Seattle,  Washington 

Glacier  National  Park  Field  Station  W.  Glacier,  Montana 

Natural  Resources  Ecology  Laboratory,  Colorado  State  Univ.  Ft  Collins,  Colorado 

Stream  and  Riparian  Ecology  Field  Station  Denver,  Colorado 
Museum  of  Southwestern  Biology                                                       U.  New  Mexico,  New  Mexico 

Midcontinent  Ecological  Science  Center  Ft.  Collins,  Colorado 

Midwest  Science  Center  Columbia,  Missouri 

University  of  Montana  Co-operative  Unit  Missoula,  Montana 

Environmental  Science  and  Technology  Center  Ft.  Collins,  Colorado 

Northern  Prairie  Science  Center  Jamestown,  North  Dakota 

Ozark  Highlands  Global  Change  Study  Unit  Columbia,  Missouri 

University  of  Arizona  Co-operative  Park  Studies  Unit  Tucson,  Arizona 

Great  Lakes  Science  Center  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan 

Patuxent  Environmental  Science  Center  Laurel,  Maryland 

University  of  Miimesota  Co-operative  Park  Studies  Unit  St  Paul,  Miimesota 

University  of  Rhode  Island  Co-operative  Park  Studies  Unit  Nairaganset  Rhode  Island 

Southern  Science  Center  Lafayette,  Louisiana 

South  Florida/Caribbean  Field  Laboratory  Miami,  Florida 

Southeastern  Biological  Science  Center  Gainesville,  Florida 


Question:     How  was  the  decision  made  to  change  the  line  of  research? 

Answer:     No  decision  to  change  the  direction  of  this  research  has  been  made. 

Outer  Continental  Shelf  Research 

Question:    Prior  to  the  transfer  to  the  NBS,  the  Minerals  Management  Service 
was  conducting  certain  monitoring  and  research  work  related  to  outer  continental  shelf 
oil  and  gas  drilling.    I  understood  at  that  time  that  such  work  was  being  done 
primarily  by  contract.   Is  that  work  still  ongoing? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  contracts  were  transferred  to  the  NBS. 

Question:   Is  it  ongoing  under  the  same  contracts  or  have  new  contracts  been 
awarded? 

Answer:   Both— some  contracts  transferred  to  the  NBS  from  the  Minerals 
Management  Service  (MMS)  are  continuing  since  they  were  either  long-term 
monitoring  or  archiving  studies  or  they  were  multi-year  studies  which  are  being 
completed  with  NBS  oversight.   In  close  consultation  with  the  MMS,  two  new  studies 
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have  been  awarded  from  Fiscal  Year  1994  funds.    The  responsibility  for  the 
contractual  and  scientific  oversight  now  resides  with  the  NBS.    This  oversight  involves 
constant  dialogue  with  the  MMS  to  assure  science  products  which  meet  MMS  needs. 

Question:    What  advantage  is  it  to  MMS  or  to  the  taxpayer  to  have  the  work 
done  through  NBS? 

Answer:    The  >fBS  brings  new  perspectives  to  the  field  of  offshore  marine 
research  which  is  beneficial  in  developing  study  plans  to  meet  offshore  environmental 
information  needs.    Through  the  ability  to  concentrate  on  quality  science  and  obtain 
input  from  a  broad  multi-disciplinary  NBS  scientist  pool,  study  design  and 
methodologies  are  enhanced.   These  new  approaches  are  closely  coordinated  with  the 
MMS  to  assure  that  end  products  meet  the  needs  of  the  MMS  and  lead  to  better 
science  for  better  management  decisions.   The  advantage  to  the  taxpayer  is  that 
management  decisions  which  are  based  on  defensible  science  can  mean  more 
expeditious  development  and  revenues  from  oil  and  gas  reserves  from  the  outer 
continental  shelf. 

Separation  of  Science  and  Regulatory  Activities 

Question:    You  have  made  much  of  the  idea  that  there  is  significant  advantage 
of  having  scientists  separated  from  so-called  "regulators"  so  that  any  "bias"  would  be 
removed.    Isn't  it  also  true  that  removing  research  from  those  with  responsibility  for 
management  means  that  researchers  may  well  research  interesting  topics  that  have  little 
relevance  to  the  problems  of  the  manager? 

Answer:    One  benefit  of  an  independent  NBS  is  the  removal  of  possible 
perceived  bias  in  scientific  findings  by  ensuring  that  the  Management  bureau  officials 
who  must  make  difficult  decisions  on  sensitive  matters  are  not  the  same  persons  who 
are  supervising  the  scientists  and  their  work.   Moreover,  we  intend  to  enhance  the 
credibility  of  NBS  science  by  exposing  it  to  increased  scrutiny  by  the  scientific 
community  and  by  improving  access  by  the  public  at  large.    It  is  not  intended  that 
separation  of  NBS  from  bureaus  with  management  responsibility  will  result  in 
scientists  working  on  topics  of  little  or  no  relevance  to  resource  managers.   Indeed, 
with  the  help  of  resource  management  bureaus,  NBS  is  instituting  a  management 
structure  to  ensure  that  only  the  topics  of  the  highest  priority  to  resource  mangers  in 
partner  bureaus  are  addressed  by  NBS  scientists. 

Question:     Isn't  it  a  trend  in  medicine  and  electronics  and  in  other  types  of 
research  for  the  practitioner  to  work  very  closely  with  a  scientist,  in  fact,  be  a  member 
of  the  research  team? 

Answer:    Development  of  close  working  relationships  between  practitioners  and 
scientists  is  a  recognized  objective  in  various  areas  of  applied  science.    NBS  seeks  to 
develop  the  closest  possible  working  relationships  of  this  type,  and  has  already 
instituted  a  number  of  programs  designed  to  expand  and  strengthen  such  relationships. 
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Moreover,  diis  trend  is  furthered  by  establishment  of  N6S  as  an  independent  bureau, 
because  individual  scientists  now  have  a  greater  range  of  resource  managers  with 
whom  to  develop  closer  working  relationships.   For  example,  a  team  addressing  a 
region-wide  problem  in  declines  of  habitat  quality  for  wintering  waterfowl  may  now 
include  resource  managers  from  several  Interior  Department  bureaus  whose  lands 
include  the  type  of  wetlands  that  are  of  concern. 

Question:     If  that  is  a  good  idea  in  medicine  and  electronics,  why  is  it  a  bad 
idea  in  natural  resources? 

Answer:    Natural  resource  management  decisions  affect  both  individuals  and 
the  public  in  general  and  are  apt  to  involve  tradeoffs  among  various  interests  and  to  be 
controversial.   When  this  is  true,  it  is  important  that  the  public  perceives  that  the  most 
fair  and  objective  analysis  informs  the  ultimate  decisions.      This  ensures  that  those 
who  must  make  decisions  do  not  supervise  those  who  provide  the  factual  basis  for 
those  decisions. 

Question:    Does  your  justification  then  of  removing  the  scientists  from  the 
manager  rest  almost  entirely  on  the  question  of  scientist  bias? 

Answer:  No,  the  primary  motivation  for  establishing  NBS  as  an  independent 
bureau  is  to  more  effectively  use  the  scientific  resources  already  available  within  the 
Interior  Department.  For  example,  certain  economies  of  scale  can  be  realized  by 
eliminating  duplication,  more  meaningful  research  can  be  conducted  by  pooling 
scientific  expertise  to  address  complex  problems,  and  problems  common  to  resource 
managers  in  a  number  of  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI)  bureaus  can  be  identified 
and  addressed  with  a  unified  effort. 

Question:     If  separating  research  from  managers  and  regulators  is  a  good  idea, 
w^y  not  remove  it  from  Interior  and  send  it  to  the  National  Science  Foundation  or 
USDA? 

Answer:    Resource  managers  depend  on  timely  scientific  information.   It  might 
be  feasible  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  NBS  by  removing  it  and  its  work  from  DOI,  but 
such  removal  would  almost  certainly  make  it  more  difficult  to  conduct  relevant  science 
because  it  would  diminish  the  opportunities  for  frequent  communication  and 
development  of  close  working  relationships  among  DOI  resource  managers  and 
scientists.    Having  NBS  within  the  DOI  allows  scientists  and  resource  managers  to 
work  closely  as  equal  partners. 

Question:    Do  you  have  any  examples  where  a  scientist  has  been  biased  and 
produced  biased  results  as  a  result  of  close  association  with  managers? 

Answer:    No,  but  there  have  been  at  least  a  few  examples  where  adversaries 
have  expressed  suspicion  that  DOI  science  might  be  biased,  based  largely  on  the  fact 
that  the  managers  and  the  scientists  had  the  same  employer.   This  is  a  difficult 
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problem  to  overcome,  because  when  the  scientist  and  the  manager  walk  into  a  public 
meeting  together  wearing  the  same  uniform,  it  is  logical  for  citizens  to  conclude  that 
they  may  represent  a  single  point  of  view. 

Question:   Doesn't  peer  review  help  sort  out  possible  bias? 

Answer:   Yes,  and  NBS  has  begun  making  greater  use  of  both  internal  and 
external  peer  review  to  ensure  the  quality,  relevancy,  and  objectivity  of  its  science. 

Mission 

Question:    There  is  obviously  a  place  for  long-term  basic  research  which  is 
typically  funded  by  the  National  Science  Foundation  and  by  a  number  of  universities. 
Since  your  budget  shows  your  discontinuing  some  type  of  research  that  is  rather 
applied  in  nature,  does  that  mean  that  NBS  is  moving  towards  a  pure  "science"  agency 
whose  primary  mission  is  devoted  to  advancement  of  science? 

Answer:    The  NBS  is  not  moving  toward  becoming  a  "pure  science"  agency. 
NBS  strives  to  provide  the  scientific  understanding  needed  to  improve  the  management 
of  natural  resources,  therefore,  all  of  its  research  can  be  considered  to  be  applied 
research.    Efficient  use  of  research  funding  dictates  that  NBS  focus  on  projects  that 
meet  the  basic  information  needs  of  resource  managers  while  at  the  same  time 
advancing  a  more  general  understanding  of  ecological  systems  and  the  socioeconomic 
factors  to  which  they  are  linked.    This  will  permit  the  agency  to  anticipate  emerging 
problems  before  they  become  critical  and  costly  to  resolve.    Because  of  the  many 
advantages  of  this  forward-looking,  predictive  approach  to  applied  environmental 
science,  NBS  funding  decisions  favor  research  that  addresses  specific  management 
problems  while  also  contributing  to  a  broader  research  effort  aimed  at  applying 
knowledge  gained  from  a  single  study  to  other  locations  and  additional  species.   Given 
the  current  budgetary  environment,  this  emphasis  on  efficiency  has  required  that  NBS 
discontinue  some  research  projects  that  are  narrowly  focused,  as  well  as  those 
currently  reaching  their  programmed  completion  dates.    During  the  recent  NBS 
redirection  effort,  to  which  this  question  may  refer,  approximately  3-4  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  by  project  completion  were  assigned  to  new  research  efforts 
intended  to  meet  the  priority  needs  identified  by  DOI  management  bureaus. 

Inter-agency  Reimbursements 

Question:   Your  budget  shows  a  very  large  amount  —  $29.4  million  —  for 
reimbursables.    Can  you  give  the  specifics  of  this  large  category?   Are  agencies  that 
reimburse  NBS  doing  so  willingly  or  are  the  agencies  being  required  by  the  Secretary 
to  conduct  their  research  or  information  gathering  through  NBS?   Are  these 
reimbursables  really  a  sort  of  an  assessment  on  other  agencies?   You  provide  no  text 
for  what  this  includes. 
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Answer:     In  FY  1994  reimbursable  funds  totaled  $33  million.   This,  as  shown 
on  the  table  on  the  following  page,  consisted  of: 

NBS  Reimbursement  Program 

Federal  Agencies  (dollars  in  thousands) 

Interior  Agencies 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  153 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  492 

U.S.  Fish  &  WUdUfe  Service  8,405 

Minerals  Management  Service  14 

National  Park  Service  449 

Office  of  the  Secretary  370 

U.S.  Geological  Smvey  89 

Sub-total  9,972 

Other  Federal  Agencies 

Bonneville  Power  Administration  2,726 

Corps  of  Engineers  1 0,3 11 

U.S.  Air  Force  1,013 

U.S.  Army  1,348 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  2,789 

Other  2,009 

Sub-total  20,1% 

Non-government  71 

SUte  Agencies  2.950 

Total  $  33,189 

Only  30  percent  ($9,971,000)  of  NBS'  reimbursable  fimds  are  received  from  other 
Interior  agencies.    Of  that  total  $4.4  million  are  agreements  in  the  Cooperative 
Research  Units  program  for  research  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  Universities 
and  States. 

The  NBS  was  formed  to  consolidate  the  Department's  research  efforts  and,  as  such,  it 
is  the  Department's  policy  that  research  will  be  conducted  through  the  NBS.   Nor  is 
this  an  assessment  on  other  Interior  agencies.   In  fact,  NBS  does  not  charge  other 
Interior  bureaus  for  recovery  of  indirect  costs  even  though  it  is  charged  for  such  costs 
by  most  of  the  other  bureaus. 

Regional  OfTice  Structure 

Question:   Let  me  return  a  moment  to  the  establishment  and  location  of  NBS 
regional  ofTices.   Again  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  essentially  all  of  the  research  being 
handled  by  NBS  was  being  handled  by  a  so-called  regional  director  of  the  National 
Biological  Service.    You  now  have  an  agency  head,  headquarters  staff,  four  regions, 
and  four  regional  staffs.   Why  are  four  regions  needed  to  manage  a  program  that  is  the 
same  size  as  that  previously  handled  by  one  regional  director? 

Answer:    During  the  transition  period  >\^ile  NBS  was  being  formed,  there  was 
one  acting  Regional  Director.   However,  now  that  our  programs  are  becoming  mature, 
and  the  number  of  potential  partners  is  increasing,  it  is  essential  that  we  have 
dedicated  regional  staff  to  manage  the  rapidly  increasing  work  loads  associated  with 
NBS  field  programs. 
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Question:     I  notice  that  one  of  the  regional  offices  just  happens  to  be  in  West 
Virginia,  one  just  happens  to  be  in  Louisiana,  and  one  just  happens  to  be  in  the  State 
of  Washington,  and  one  is  in  Colorado.    These  look  somewhat  like  political  eco- 
regions.    Can  you  tell  me  who  and  how  decisions  are  made  as  to  where  these  regional 
offices  would  be? 

Answer:    The  decisions  on  the  establishment  of  regions  and  the  location  of  the 
regional  offices  were  made  by  an  interagency  committee  prior  to  and  during  the 
formation  of  the  NBS. 

FY  199S  Rescission 

Question:    I  want  to  return  briefly  now  to  the  question  of  how  NBS  decided  to 
distribute  the  rescission  that  the  House  passed  last  week.    First,  I  assume  you  are 
familiar  with  the  term  "Washington  Monument  cuts".    That  term  originated  from  the 
idea  that  agencies  frequently  took  action  to  accentuate  reductions  by  reducing  the 
hours  or  closing  the  Washington  Monument  any  time  a  cut  was  proposed.    Other 
agencies  seemed  to  do  likewise.    At  first  look,  it  certainly  appears  that  NBS  decided  to 
make  cuts  in  more  highly  visible  locations  that  would  inflict  maximum  pain.    Can  you 
tell  me,  are  the  cuts  that  came  up  here  those  that  were  recommended  by  NBS  or  were 
those  decided  for  you  by  the  Secretary's  office?   Can  you  give  this  Committee  either 
now  or  in  the  next  few  days  a  list  of  options  that  you  considered  and  how  you  decided 
on  closing  the  four  large  centers?   What  would  be  the  cost  associated  with  closing  the 
four  large  centers?     I  presume  that  you  would  have  to  transfer  people,  maybe  conduct 
a  reduction  in  force,  pay  severance  pay,  finance  change  in  station  costs,  etc.    Have  the 
people  at  those  stations  been  given  official  notice  that  their  centers  will  be  closed? 

Answer:    In  planning  for  a  midyear  rescission,  the  leadership  of  NBS  took  a 
long  and  thorough  examination  of  the  budget.    In  this  detailed  analysis,  every  effort 
was  made  to  develop  sensible  cuts  and  reductions.    What  became  clear  in  the 
analytical  process  was  that  beyond  a  7  or  8   percent  reduction  (approximately  $13  to 
$14  million)  restructuring  the  cuts  to  programmatic  reductions  is  no  longer  feasible. 
At  this  point,  further  across  the  board  reductions  would  severely  cripple  NBS  science. 
The  choice  is  clear.    Keeping  all  facilities  open  is  less  desirable  than  ensuring  a  core 
credible  scientific  program. 

NBS  made  every  effort  to  give  a  thoughtful  and  careful  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the 
rescission  in  a  sound,  credible  way.    These  cuts  were  articulated  both  in  a  February 
14,  1995  letter  to  Mr.  Yates,  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  House  Interior 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  and  in  the  effect  statement  filed  with  the  committee. 
The  estimates  included  termination  of  lower  priority  research  projects;  reductions  to  a 
broad  range  of  activities  at  our  centers,  facilities,  and  coop  units,  particularly  targeting 
unobligated  funds;  and  termination  of  one  NBS  science  center  (the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center  in  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan),  based  on  the  projected  high  cost  of  major 
repairs  urgently  needed  at  that  facility  (estimated  at  $12  million). 
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As  the  Senate  began  action  on  the  rescission  bill,  it  became  clear  that  the  timing  of  the 
bill's  fmal  passage  and  the  absorption  of  a  late  $16.7  million  cut  would  have  greater 
and  greater  programmatic  and  personnel  impacts. 

Late  in  February  the  Director,  after  consultation  with  Interior  leadership,  developed  a 
list  diat  combined  the  same  small  program  cuts  spread  across  a  variety  of  research 
projects  with  field  station  and  other  facility  closures.    Many  factors  impinged  upon  the 
decision.   First,  as  was  stated,  NBS  initially  identified  the  closure  of  one  research  lab 
(Ann  Arbor)  and  three  field  stations.    However,  as  the  estimated  timing  of  final 
passage  of  the  rescission  bill  begins  to  slip,  it  becomes  clear  that  coming  up  with 
$16.7  million  in  savings  as  late  as  June  1  would  force  more  significant  cuts,  including 
closing  all  or  part  of  three  additional  research  centers,  located  in  Lafayette,  LA; 
Seattle,  WA  and  Anchorage,  AK.    These  were  chosen  to  give  hJBS  a  number  of 
options  to  analyze  as  time  allowed.   The  four  centers  chosen  allowed   NBS  to  analyze 
the  impact  of  reductions  in  the  full  range  of  NBS  activities  including  fish  and  wildlife 
research,  basic  and  applied  research,  and  terrestrial  and  aquatic  capabilities. 

Personnel  in  these  Centers  have  general  knowledge  about  the  possible  effects  of  a  10 
percent  rescission  on  their  facility.  Additional  notices  would  be  required  in  the  event 
of  aRIF. 

Question:    In  the  95  rescission  process,  the  NBS  offered  as  part  of  its  10% 
reduction,  four  science  centers  at  Seattle,  Great  Lakes,  Anchorage  and  Lafayette.   To 
enable  the  Committee  to  better  understand  NBS  priorities,  provide  specific  justification 
for  these  reductions  and  indicate  what  activities  will  be  conducted  as  higher  priority. 

Answer:     In  developing  a  plan  to  downsize  significantly  starting  with  a  10 
percent  (16.7  million)  in  base  funds,  NBS  reduction  analyses  put  parts  or  all  of  four 
centers  on  the  list  for  possible  closures.   In  various  analyses,  NBS  developed  a  range 
of  options  to  consider  for  a  rescission  of  funds.   The  centers  chosen  include: 

Great  Lakes  Science  Center  -  Ann  Arbor,  NO.    Complete  closure  of  the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center  in  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan  will  result  in  the  loss  of  68  FTEs  and  a 
budget  of  $4.9  million.  The  Center  undertakes  contaminants  research  on  the  Great 
Lakes,  wetlands  research,  global  climate  change  studies,  nonindigenous  pest  species, 
such  as  ruffe  and  zebra  mussels,  which  are  clogging  the  Great  Lakes,  stock 
assessments  and  international  treaty  obligations,  and  sea  lamprey  research.    We  are 
taking  a  careful  look  at  what  statutory  obligations  must  be  met,  but  we  believe  that 
most,  if  not  all,  of  the  Center's  functions  must  be  eliminated  if  there  is  a  10  percent 
rescission.   Loss  of  these  non-treaty  obligations  will  affect  regional  fisheries  managers 
by  reducing  information  and  will  significantly  affect  work  on  zebra  mussels,  wetlands, 
and  migratory  birds. 

Southern  Science  Center  (SSC)  -  Lafayette,  LA.   With  a  FY  95  budget  of  $7.8 
million  and  94  FTEs,  the  SSC  undertakes  critical  research  on  coastal  and  forested 
wetlands,  focusing  on  wetlands  ecology,  migratory  birds  and  technology  development. 


601 


Information  provided  by  this  facility  is  crucial  for  success  of  hundreds  of  milhons  of 
dollars  in  Federal  and  State  wetland  restoration,  and  to  management  efforts  for 
waterfowl  and  nearshore  fisheries  in  the  most  productive  coastal  waters  in  the  United 
States. 

Northwest  Biological  Science  Center  (NBSC)  -  Seattle  ,  WA.   The  Center  budget  is 
$3.0  million,  with  105  FTEs.   Working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  BLM,  NPS,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Bonneville  Power,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service, 
State  governments.  Tribes,  and  universities,  this  Center  focuses  on  fmding  solutions  to 
fishery  problems,  including  diseases,  contaminants  and  habitat  changes.   This  center 
assists  hatchery  and  fisheries  managers  with  Pacific  northwest  salmon  recovery  by 
providing  state-of-the-art  behavioral,  genetic  and  disease  information. 

Alaska  Science  Center  (ASC)  -  Anchorage,  AK.    The  Alaska  Center  employs  102 
people  with  a  budget  of  $7.9  million.    Most  of  the  ASC  programs  focus  on  natural 
resource  issues  of  concern  to  NPS  and  FWS,  including  research  on  marine  mammals, 
waterfowl,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  marine  birds,  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill, 
pacific  salmon,  and  Kodiac  bear.   The  Center  is  active  in  Glacier  Bay,  Denali, 
Wrangell-St.  Elias,  and  Katmai  National  Parks.    Without  the  information  provided  by 
ASC,  critical  natural  resource  decisions,  such  as  those  concerning  possible  oil  and 
mineral  exploration  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  will  be  made  with  less 
scientific  information. 

Though  we  do  not  anticipate  that  the  rescission  will  require  closure  of  any  additional 
Centers,  it  will  impact  programs  at  all  of  our  Science  Centers.   For  example,  a  10 
percent  rescission  will  require  substantial  reductions  at  the  Leetown  Science  Center  in 
West  Virginia.    Anticipated  impacts  there  include  substantial  decreases  in  the  fisheries 
research  programs  and  closure  of  the  Visitor's  Center.    In  addition  to  the  four  research 
centers  considered,  NBS  identified  three  field  stations  that  report  to  the  Leetown 
Science  Center: 

Wellsboro  Research  and  Development  Laboratory  in  Wellsboro,  PA.    This  field 
station  of  the  Leetown,  West  Virginia  Center  undertakes  ecological  work  associated 
with  the  Pennsylvania  and  New  York  rivers;  salmon  restoration  and  genetics  and  lake 
trout  and  shad  studies.   The  Wellsboro  Lab  has  19  FTEs  and  a  FY  95  budget  of  $1.2 
million. 

Tunison  Fish  Nutrition  Laboratory  in  Cortland,  NY.    This  older  facility  has  10 
FTEs  and  a  FY  95  budget  of  $615K.   This  lab  focuses  on  fish  nutrition  research  and 
provides  technical  support  for  public  hatcheries. 

Conte  Anadromous  Fish  Laboratory  in  Turner  Falls,  MA.    This  new  facility  has 
20  FTEs  and  a  FY  95  budget  of  $1.6  million;  research  responsibilities  include  Atlantic 
salmon  restoration  research  and  fish  passage  research.    Fish  passage  enables  managers 
to  get  fish  safely  through  dams  and  other  impediments,  and  have  been  key  to  the 
maintenance  and  recovery  of  many  fish  species. 
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NBS  ranks  the  following  as  examples  of  our  highest  priorities  and  would  protect  our 
capability  to  perform  research  in  these  areas  even  in  the  event  of  facilities  closures: 

Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan 

South  Florida  Ecosystem 

Migratory  Waterfowl 

Species  at  Risk 

Invasive  &  Exotic  Species 

Endangered  Species 

Anadromous  Fish  research 

Status  and  Trends  Program 

Interior  Lands  Inventory  and  Monitoring 

Landscape  ecology 

Wetlands  ecology 

GAP  Analysis  Program 

Migratory  Bird  Monitoring 

National  Biological  Infrastructure  Program 

State  Partnerships 

Cooperative  Unit  Research  Programs 

Question:    The  NBS  had  a  carry-over  of  some  $20  million  from  FY  1994. 
Why  were  the  science  centers  at  Seattle,  Great  Lakes,  Anchorage  and  Lafayette 
proposed  for  closing  as  part  of  the  rescission,  rather  than  touch  this  carry-over?   What 
other  options  were  considered?   How  much  of  this  carryover  is  still  unobligated  today? 

Answer:    Initially,  NBS  identified  programs  and  facilities  affected  by  a 
rescission  based  on  a  comprehensive  analysis,  rather  than  proposing  to  rescind 
unobligated  FY  1994  balances.    While  we  looked  at  deeper  cuts  across  the  board, 
considering  a  rescission  of  this  magnitude,  NBS  must  retain  a  core  of  solid  science, 
with  strong  capability,  in  fewer  geographic  and  scientific  areas.    A  10  percent 
rescission  half-way  or  more  through  the  fiscal  year  translates  into  an  effective  20 
percent  reduction  in  NBS  operations.    This  reduction  will  not  only  cripple  research 
programs  essential  to  other  Interior  agencies  and  the  States,  but  also  result  in  closing 
part  of  or  all  of  up  to  four  major  research  facilities  and  several  field  stations. 

The  estimated  carry-over  from  FY  1994   is  approximately  $10  million.   These  funds 
are  aligned  with  existing/platmed  programs  and  projects,  and  efforts  are  underway  to 
identify  and  detail  the  specific  impacts  of  the  rescission.     In  general  the  remaining 
balances  are  planned  for  the  following  projects:     design  and  replacement  of  an 
incinerator  at  the  National  Wildlife  Health  Center  in  Madison,  Wisconsin;  planning 
and  design  of  a  biology  building  at  Midwest  Science  Center  in  Columbia,  Missouri; 
National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  and  related  information  transfer 
activities;  inventory  and  monitoring  projects  including  competitive  proposals  for  the 
status  and  trends  program  and  planning  of  standards  and  protocol  projects;   and 
fisheries  projects  at  the  Science  Centers.   Additionally,  funding  for  cooperative 
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research  units  for   research  support  and  unit  operations  are  included  as  part  of  the 
unobligated  cany  over  funds. 

Since  the  FY  95  rescission  will  come  very  late  in  the  fiscal  year,  facility  phase  down 
costs  will  in  most  cases  be  larger  than  the  remaining  funds  allocated  for  that  facility. 
FY  94  unobligated  balances  will  be  used  to  offset  costs  above  those  allocated  for  that 
facility. 

Research 

Question:    We  have  heard  that  about  15%  of  NBS  research  is  presumed  to  be 
completed  each  year.   Is  that  correct? 

Answer:    The  average  project  in  NBS  lasts  somewhere  in  the  3-5  year  range, 
and  some  projects  last  much  longer.  Certain  other  activities  such  as  statistical  support 
for  research,  essentially  continue  without  any  fixed  completion.    In  Fiscal  Year  1994, 
NBS  was  still  trying  to  sort  out  the  complexity  resulting  from  the  merger  of  the 
different  planning  systems  inherited  from  the  various  bureaus,  and  did  not  have  a  firm 
fix  on  what  projects  would  actually  be  completed  that  year.   We  chose  15  percent  as  a 
conservative  estimate  of  what  we  thought  would  be  ending  and  allowed  the  centers 
latitude  when  it  appeared  that  some  projects  identified  for  completion  were  actually  in 
the  "continuing"  category. 

Question:    We  further  understand  that  15%  from  each  unit  around  the  country 
is  being  put  in  a  centralized  "account"  for  new  proposals  for  research.    Who  can 
compete  for  this  money? 

Answer:    All  Centers  had  the  option  of  submitting  proposals  totaling  up  to  150 
percent  of  the  amount  identified  as  being  completed.    Selection  from  among  these 
proposals  was  undertaken  with  strong  DOI  bureau  support.    Only  centers  were 
permitted  to  compete.    NBS  made  a  commitment  that  no  center  base  budget  would  be 
decreased  by  more  than  5  percent,  so  the  competition  was  limited  in  this  respect. 

Question:    Can  existing  NBS  researchers  compete  as  well  as  outside  people? 

Answer:   Because  the  intent  of  this  exercise  was  to  redirect  freed-up  base 
resources  at  centers,  only  NBS  scientists  stationed  at  the  centers  could  compete  in 
Fiscal  Year  1995;  no  one  outside  NBS  or  in  the  Cooperative  Units  could  compete  for 
these  resources. 

Question:   If  so,  who  makes  the  decision  on  which  research  to  continue? 

Answer:    The  intent  in  FY  1995  was  to  identify  for  redirection  only  work  that 
had  been  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1994.   It  was  the  responsibility  of  Center 
Directors  to  identify  such  projects.   In  some  instances  actual  completions  in  FY  1994 
were  less  than  15  percent,  and  Center  Directors  identified  for  possible  termination 


604 


lower-priority  work  that  was  not  yet  completed.      In  all  instances,  projects  identified 
as  completed  or  proposed  for  termination  were  reviewed  by  representatives  of  Interior 
Department  bureaus  at  a  series  of  regional  workshops.   In  many  instances 
representatives  expressed  a  continuing  need  for  a  particular  line  of  scientific  activities, 
and  on  that  basis  the  decision  was  made  to  continue  the  work. 

Question:    What  part  do  outside  organizations  that  may  contribute  part  of  the 
money  for  NBS  research,  such  as  the  cooperative  units,  play  in  that  decision  making? 

Answer:   The  FY  1995  redirection  involved  only  appropriated  funds  that  were 
part  of  the  base  budgets  of  the  centers,  and  consequently  in  most  instances 
organizations  outside  the  Interior  Department  had  no  role  in  decision-making.   In  a 
few  instances  commitments  made  to  outside  organizations  were  taken  into  account  in 
decision-making,  such  as  the  States  in  the  case  of  fishery  drug  registration  research 
and  an  international  commission  in  the  case  of  Great  Lakes  research. 

Question:    Is  it  really  practical  to  centralize  decision  making  on  every  research 
project  in  the  United  States  in  eight  heads  of  bureaus? 

Answer:    While  it  is  true  that  most  science  conducted  at  NBS  is  done  through  a 
decentralized  decision  making  process,   it  is  necessary  that  some  elements  of  the 
decision  making  process  remain  centralized.    For  example,  decisions  regarding  the 
organizational  structure  of  the  Agency  must  be  made  in  a  way  that  best  meets  overall 
program  objectives.    We  expect  that  the  only  kinds  of  decisions  made  in  headquarters 
will  be  those  involving  wide-ranging  multi-regional  projects  that  draw  on  all  parts  of 
NBS  and  apply  to  many  different  units  of  the  resource  management  bureaus.   In  any 
event,  we  intend  to  be  flexible  and  to  adjust  the  levels  at  which  decisions  are  made 
based  on  the  needs  of  the  other  bureaus. 

Question:    How  does  this  fit  with  reinvention  concepts  of  decentralization? 

Answer:     Our  interim  Fiscal  Year  1995  system  was  highly  centralized,  of 
necessity,  and  related  poorly  with  the  general  governmental  trend  to  decentralization. 
It  did,  however,  give  an  important  role  to  regional  units  of  the  resource  management 
bureaus.    We  expect  that  the  new  system  will  be  much  more  in  the  spirit  of 
reinvention  concepts. 

Science  Boards 

Question:     I  note  that  the  science  boards  are  made  up  of  eight  different 
agencies.    In  the  real  world,  do  those  eight  agency  heads  really  spend  time  to  review 
each  research  project  and  help  determine  priority?   Or  is  the  science  board  usually 
composed  of  "representatives"  of  the  eight  agencies? 

Answer:     Over  half  of  the  agency  heads  are  personally  involved  and  regularly 
participate  in  the  activities  of  the  board,  including  helping  to  determine  research 
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priorities.  The  remainder  send  a  representative  that  they  believe  has  the  appropriate 
expertise  and  is  at  the  appropriate  level  to  efTectively  represent  the  interests  of  their 
agency. 

Question:  Is  there  any  procedure  to  seek  input  from  State  and  local  natural 
resource  agencies  or  the  public  at  large  as  to  what  NBS  should  be  working  on?  If 
there  is  such  a  process,  could  you  explain  it? 

Answer:     The  DOT  Science  Board  does  not  have  a  mechanism  to  seek  input 
from  State  and  local  natural  resource  agencies  or  the  public  at-large.    This  kind  of 
input  is  obtained  through  the  NBS  Information  Needs  Process  described  previously. 
Indeed,  both  NBS  and  other  DOI  managers  interact  with    State  natural  resource  staff 
on  a  day  to  day  basis,  both  formally  and  informally.   Many  joint  projects  have  arisen 
from  this  cooperative  atmosphere,  and  we  expect  this  will  continue.   NBS  is  also 
planning  a  more  formal  survey  of  science  needs  of  State  agencies,  although  funding 
for  this  project  may  be  affected  by  the  FY  1995  recision. 

Input  from  states  and  the  public  is  also  one  of  the  roles  proposed  for  the  NBS  Science 
Advisory  Council  which  we  are  in  the  process  of  establishing.  The  NBS  Science 
Advisory  Council  will  need  to  be  a  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA) 
chartered  body  in  order  to  ensure  that  we  have  a  means  for  obtaining  advice  and  input 
from  all  relevant  parties.  In  addition,  the  Regional  Directors  are  expected  to  regularly 
interact  with  representatives  of  State  and  local  natural  resource  agencies  and  the  public 
at  large  in  their  respective  regions.  Finally,  NBS  anticipates  conducting  workshops  as 
part  of  our  strategic  science  planning  effort  to  solicit  just  such  information. 

Question:     Should  NBS  be  publishing  a  public  call  for  suggestions  for  future 
NBS  research  or  is  this  an  in-house  operation? 

Answer:    It  is  our  hope  that  the  appropriate  mechanism  for  obtaining  such 
advice  is  through  the  development  of  the  partnerships  that  NBS  is  initiating  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State  and  local  resource  agencies.  Tribal  governments, 
research/academic  institutions,  and  non-governmental  organizations.     Also,  as 
indicated  above,  NBS  anticipates  holding  workshops  as  part  of  our  strategic  science 
planning  activities  to  solicit  such  input. 

National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure 

Question:     Concerning  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII),  how 
much  will  it  cost  to  design  and  implement  the  final  product?   Where  did  this  rank  in  the 
priorities  you  got  from  the  Interior  agencies?   In  your  rescission  information  to  the 
Committee,  you  indicated  you  were  willing  to  give  up  traditional  research  support  to  keep  the 
NBn.   Why?   Why  can't  this  effort  be  privatized? 

Answer:   NBS's  objective  is  that  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure 
(NBn)  clearinghouse  of  distributed  data  bases  will  be  operational  by  the  end  of  1995,  and  that 
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a  fully  distributed  network,  in  which  users  can  actually  integrate  data  from  several  different 
data  bases  will  be  operational  by  the  end  of  1996.    At  that  point,  the  NBS  total  investment  in 
designing  and  implementing  the  underlying  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure 
framework  (e..g,  Internet  connectivity,  standards  for  describing  data,  assisting  partner  agencies 
to  begin  to  make  nationally  significant  biological  data  accessible)  will  be  approximately  $8-10 
million.   This  is  a  small  investment  relative  to  the  direct  value  of  the  tremendous  amount  of 
data  and  information  that  will  be  made  more  accessible  to  more  users  in  the  public  and 
private  sectors.    NBS  partners  will  have  invested  much  more  than  this  in  working  to  make 
their  important  biological  data  holdings  electronically  accessible. 

Providing  broad  access  to  the  vast  array  of  biological  data  and  information  maintained  by 
Federal  and  State  agencies,  in  museums,  libraries,  and  universities,  and  by  private 
organizations  is  essential  to  meeting  the  science  and  resource  management  priorities  of  NBS' 
parent  Interior  bureaus,  as  well  as  all  our  customers  and  partners. 

Funding  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  does  not  represent  any  lack  of 
support  or  commitment  to  our  research  program.    On  the  contrary,  we  believe  that  making 
this  investment  in  developing  a  better  system  to  electronically  disseminate  and  exchange 
biological  data  across  agency  and  organization  lines  will  directly  support  and  enhance  our 
research  activities,  by  making  a  vast  amount  of  valuable  biological  data  available  to  NBS 
scientists  and  to  scientists  and  resource  managers  in  other  State  and  Federal  agencies,  as  well 
as  to  the  public.   These  activities  would  clearly  not  be  undertaken  by  the  private  sector. 

Significant  aspects  of  the  physical  infrastructure  that  supports  the  NBII,  including 
telecommunications  networks,  and  computer  hardware,  and  software  are  already  in  the  private 
sector.   The  NBII  is  tied  closely  to  the  national  information  infrastructure,  a  major  portion  of 
which  is  being  developed  by  private  industry  or  through  private-public  partnerships. 

Species  at  Risk  Program 

Question:    Concerning  the  Species  at  Risk  program,  how  much  of  this  program  in 
fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  is  aimed  at  Category  2  species?   How  many  Category  2  species 
are  there?   In  any  year  how  many  Category  2  species  are  listed?   To  what  extent  does  your 
program  reduce  the  impact  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  on  private  landowners? 

Answer:    The  NBS  Success  with  Species  at  Risk  initiative  is  focused  exclusively  on 
Category  2  Candidate  species  and  their  habitats.   The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
updates  the  Category  2  Candidate  plant  and  animal  species  lists,  alternately,  about  every  two 
years.   The  most  recent  list  of  plants,  containing  approximately  1,700  species,  was  issued 
September  1993;  and  the  list  of  animals,  containing  approximately  1,900  species,  was  issued 
November  1994. 

Species  at  Risk  is  designed  to  develop  information  regarding  status,  abundance,  distribution, 
habitat  relationships,  biological  vulnerability,  population  size,  distribution,  and  other 
information  for  species  listed  as  Category  2  Candidates.    Although  it  is  early  in  the  evolution 
of  this  program,  it  is  clear  that  the  initiative  holds  great  potential  for  creating  a  new  body  of 
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scientific  information  to  try  and  stabilize  a  variety  of  sensitive  species  that  otherwise  would 
be  neglected  and  potentially  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered    Data  from  the  first  year  of 
the  initiative  are  now  being  reported  and  results  are  encouraging  for  possible  delistings,  as 
well  as  providing  private  landowners  and  others  viable  options  for  maintaining  stable  and 
diverse  populations  of  Category  2  species. 

As  we  begin  our  second  year  of  this  program  the  response  from  interested  scientists  has 
continued  strongly    NBS  has  received  over  480  new  project  proposals  from  State,  Federal, 
university,  and  private  researchers  across  the  country. 

Redirection  Program 

Question:    Concerning  your  redirection  program,  do  NBS  employees  have  to  justify 
alarie^  in  redirection  nrono.<als? 


their  salaries  in  redirection  proposals? 


Answer:    In  a  sense,  it  might  be  said  that  scientists,  like  other  government  and 
business  professionals,  have  to  justify  their  salaries.   NBS  includes  salaries  of  the  scientists  in 
the  total  costs  of  projects.   This  philosophy  is  in  line  with  that  of  the  business  world,  with  the 
academic  community,  and  with  most  governmental  functions. 

Question:   How  will  you  fund  the  scientists  whose  projects  are  not  accepted? 

Answer:    There  are  a  variety  of  ways  to  fund  scientists  whose  proposals  are  of 
insufficient  priority  or  quality  to  be  funded.    An  individual  might  be  reassigned  to  assist 
another  scientist  whose  work  was  funded,  or  in  extreme  cases  might  be  assigned  to  another 
duty  station  where  there  are  higher  priority  needs.    On  a  practical  basis,  a  center  director 
might  decide  to  support  an  individual  with  miscellaneous  funds  while  that  individual  sought 
to  develop  a  higher  priority  project. 

Question:    Will  you  RIF  them? 

Answer:    A  scientist  who  is  unable  to  produce  high-quality,  high-priority  proposals 
after  repeated  attempts  presents  a  particular  problem,  and  might  be  a  candidate  for  retraining 
or  reassignment  to  a  unit  where  his/her  skills  are  more  in  need.   Use  of  RIFs  is  usually 
unlikely  except  in  the  instance  where  a  decision  is  made  to  close  major  portions  of  an  entire 
facility.      No  employees  have  lost  their  jobs  due  to  the  redirection  exercised. 

Question:    What  will  you  do  with  your  employees  at  the  discontinued  station  in 
Marion,  Alabama? 

Answer:     Some  employees  already  have  been  offered  positions  in  other  NBS 
facilities.   The  rest  are  being  assisted  in  out-placement.    At  this  time  jobs  have  not  been 
found  for  all  employees  affected  by  the  closure  of  the  facility. 

Question:    What  has  been  the  reaction  of  the  State  of  Alabama  to  this  closing? 


90-565  0-95-20 
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Answer;  To  date  NBS  has  not  been  contacted  by  the  State  of  Alabama. 
Question:  Are  they  interested  in  assuming  responsibility  for  this  station? 
Answer:     As  mentioned  above  NBS  has  not  been  contacted  by  the  State  of  Alabama. 

California  Pacific  Science  Center 

Question:    Explain  the  origin  of  the  California  Pacific  Science  Center.   Has  its  budget 
increased  in  FY  1995  over  the  initial  1994  transfers?   How  has  setting  priorities  worked  for 
adjusting  to  the  needs  for  managing  resources  in  California. 

Answer:     The  California  Pacific  Science  Center  was  established  because  the  NBS 
inherited  a  number  of  field  stations  that  reported  to  ten  different  management  entities.   It  was 
difficult  to  coordinate  the  science  and  be  responsive  to  client  needs.   The  various  field 
stations  were  administratively  combined  into  a  single  center  and  there  was  a  modest  increase 
in  the  budget  to  accommodate  a  small  staff.   There  have  been  some  programmatic  increases, 
for  example  a  State  partnership  with  California,  as  well  as  targeted  assistance  in  support  of 
State/Federal  cooperation  plans  for  the  California  gnatcatcher  and  the  giant  garter  snake. 

Competitive  Grants  Program 

Question:     Explain  your  investigation-originated-competitive  funding  (grants)  program. 
How  much  money  is  put  aside  for  this?   If  this  program  is  to  be  open  to  researchers  outside 
of  the  government,  v/ill  it  lead  you  to  propose  reducing  your  work  force? 

Answer:     In  FY  1995,  NBS  initiated  an  interna!  "Competitive  Grants  Program"  (CGP) 
to  fund  research  projects  within  the  agency  to  address  important  resource  management  issues 
faced  by  our  partner  bureaus  and  agencies.    NBS  does  not  operate  a  traditional  grants 
program.    Rather,  the  agency  provides  funding  for  projects  to  its  scientists  on  a  competitive 
basis.    A  major  purpose  for  establishing  the  CGP  was  to  stimulate  new  ideas  and  research 
strategies  for  addressing  natural  resource  management  issues  by  affording  NBS  scientists  an 
additional  opportunity  to  compete  directly  for  research  funds.    Approximately  $1  million  has 
been  made  available  for  FY  1995,  $500,000  in  FY  1994  carryover  funds  and  $500,000  in  FY 
1995  Research  funds.   The  CGP  is  for  one  year  only,  although  NBS  intends  to  continue  it  in 
future  fiscal  years  pending  the  availability  of  funds.    Since  the  CGP  funds  are  available  only 
to  NBS  scientists,  the  implementation  of  this  program  will  not  lead  to  a  reduction  in  the  NBS 
work  force. 

Migratory  Bird  Research  Funding 

Question:    Please  provide  for  the  record  the  amount  of  base  supported  research  and 
monitoring  for  migratory  birds  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995.   Provide  for  comparison  the 
fiscal  year  1993  amounts  and  break  it  down  by:    (1)  waterfowl  and  other  hunted  species,  and 
(2)  songbirds  and  other  non-hunted  categories. 
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Answer:    The  figures  below  represent  direct  research  on  game  and  nongame  birds 
only.     We  are  unable  to  provide  comparable  information  for  a  special  category  for  songbirds 
and  other  non-hunted  categories.    Further,  the  request  for  comparable  figures  for  FY  1993  is 
more  difficult  to  provide  because  NBS  did  not  exist  in  FY  1993,  and  the  components  of  the 
NBS  program  in  migratory  bird  research  and  inventory  and  monitoring  were  created  from 
programs  contributed  "by  several  parent  agencies.    Some  agencies  included  research,  inventory 
and  monitoring,  and  management  activities  within  a  single  program.    Identifiable  programs 
within  parent  agencies  were  split  up  and  portions  were  transferred  to  NBS  for  research  or 
inventory  and  monitoring,  while  other  portions  were  retained  by  the  parent  agency.    Within 
NBS  there  are  several  important  programs  and  activities  which  make  substantial  contributions 
to  scientific  knowledge  regarding  migratory  birds,  in  the  general  context  of  the  studies.    These 
include:  (1)  wildlife  health  activities;  (2)  contaminant  research;  and  (3)  ecosystem  studies  that 
benefit  all  manner  of  migratory  birds. 

The  figures  below  for  inventory  and  monitoring  include  funding  for  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey 
(primarily  a  nongame  bird  inventory  and  monitoring  program),  the  Bird  Banding  Lab  (both 
game  and  nongame  bird  work),  and  associated  electronic  data  processing.   Most  inventory  and 
monitoring  programs  for  game  birds,  such  as  the  waterfowl  breeding  surveys  and  hunting 
surveys  were  retained  by  the  FWS. 

Research  Funding  for  Waterfowl  and  Hunted  Species 
($000) 

Game  birds 
Research 
Inventory  &  Monitoring 

Nongame  birds 
Research 
Inventory  &  Monitoring 

TOTAL  $13,810  $13,960 


Travel  Costs 

Question:   What  kind  of  restrictions  are  in  place  for  your  employees  to  attend 
scientific  meetings?   Please  provide  travel  costs  for  scientific  meetings  for  fiscal  years  1993, 
1994,  and  1995. 

Answer:     NBS  managers  have  delegated  authority  to  Center  Directors  for  controlling 
meeting  attendance,  except  when  total  costs  exceed  $5,000  or  when  foreign  travel  is  involved. 
Attendance  at  scientific  meetings  is  vital  to  the  professional  development  and  recognition  of 
NBS  scientists.    Scientific  meetings  provide  opportiuiities  for  researchers  to  share  information 
with  colleagues  and  to  coordinate  projects  with  other  workers  which  aids  in  keeping  work 
focused  on  the  highest  priority  issues  and  avoids  duplication  of  effort.      However,  travel 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

7,300 

7.450 

770 

770 

4,500 

4,500 

1,240 

1,240 

610 


costs  to  scientific  meetings  are  impossible  to  summarize,  as  requested,  because  it  is  not 
specifically  identified  in  the  accounting  system  by  our  centers.    Travel  to  scientific  meetings 
is  a  small  portion  of  our  total  travel  budget  when  compared  with  travel  for  the  purposes  of 
conducting  field  work  and  coordinating  with  our  partners.      Field  work  and/or  project 
coordination  with  partners  is  also  often  done  in  conjunction  with  travel  to  scientific  meetings 
in  the  interest  of  expediency  and  efficiency. 

Question:   Please  provide,  for  each  research  center,  for  fiscal  years  1993,  1994  and 
1995  the  total  funding  for  each  by  subactivity,  and  indicate  how  much  is  base-funding  (to 
continue  at  the  center  for  an  indefinite  period),  and  how  much  is  project-funding  (to  continue 
at  the  center  only  for  the  duration  of  the  project). 

Answer:     The  table  on  the  following  page  provides  information  for  FY  1994  and  FY 
1995;   NBS  does  not  have  such  information  for  FY  1993.      Information  is  not  readily 
available  regarding  a  "base  funding"  and  "project  funding"  split.    We  will  commence  work  on 
that  effort  and  provide  the  information  to  the  Committee  at  a  later  date  under  separate  cover. 


611 


National  Biological  Service:  FY1994  Funding  for  Research  Centers  &  Field  Stations 

($000) 
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National  Biological  Service:  FY1996  Funding  for  Research  Centers  &  Field  Stations 
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Full  Time  Employee  Funding 

Question:     Does  the  President's  proposed  fiscal  year  1996  budget  provide  to  each 
research  center  sufficient  base  funding  to  meet  salaries? 

Answer:     Yes,  the  President's  proposed  fiscal  year  1996  budget  for  NBS  provides 
sufficient  base  funding  to  meet  salaries.      However,  NBS  resource  allocation  decisions 
involve  the  closure  of  two  field  stations,  with  associated  personnel  reductions. 

Question:     How  would  you  configure  your  FY  1996  program  at  the  proposed 
President's  level  to  meet  all  permanent  salary  obligations  of  your  current  work  force  from 
base  allocations  to  the  research  center?   How  would  you  handle  10%  or  20%  reductions  to 
your  base  program  if  you  were  obligated  to  continue  to  support  your  current  permanent  work 
force  from  appropriated  base  allocations  at  each  center? 

Answer:     The  fiscal  year  1996  program  as  presented  in  the  President's  budget  will 
meet  all  permanent  salary  obligations  of  our  current  work  force  from  base  allocations.   NBS 
believes  that  researchers  must  be  provided  the  necessary  equipment  and  support  to  effectively 
conduct  their  research  if  they  are  to  provide  the  kind  of  sound  scientific  support  needed  by 
DOI  managers,  and  if  the  public  is  to  obtain  the  maximum  benefit  for  the  investment. 
Analysis  to  date  indicates  that  reductions  in  the  range  of  10  percent,  and  certainly  at  the  20 
percent  level,  would  require  a  reduction  of  our  permanent  work  force  ~  through  closure  of 
field  stations  and  science  centers  ~  in  order  to  ensure  that  those  elements  remaining  are 
funded  at  a  sufficient  level  to  operate  in  the  most  efficient  manner. 

Ecosystem  Research  Funding 

Question:    The  NBS  has  increased  the  budget  for  ecosystems  type  of  research.    As  a 
result,  other  types  of  research  have  either  been  modified  or  reduced.   Please  provide  some 
examples  of  changes  that  have  taken  place  as  you  have  moved  toward  the  ecosystem 
^proach.   In  other  words,  where  did  the  funds  come  from? 

Answer:    NBS  has  pursued  ecosystems  research  increases  to  approach  resource 
management  issues  through  multi-species,  interdisciplinary  studies.    The  portion  of  Research 
dollars  in  Subactivity  Ecosystems  has  increased  from  57  percent  (FY  1994)  to  59  percent  (FY 
1995)  to  62  percent  (requested  FY  1996).    A  small  portion  of  the  shift  in  focus  may  be 
attributed  to  redirection  of  completed  or  low-priority  research  for  FY  1994  to  research 
priorities  of  client  bureaus  for  FY  1995.   However,  the  bulk  of  the  growth  in  Subactivity 
Ecosystems  has  resulted  from  successful  increases  to  research  base  funding  during  this  time. 
Research  increases  within  Subactivity  Ecosystems  were  appropriated  in  FY  1994  for 
Landscape  Functions  of  Ecosystems,  Large  Rivers,  Southern  Forested  Wetlands, 
Contaminants,  Anadromous  Fish,  Great  Lakes  Research,  and  the  Everglades.   FY  1995 
increases  to  Subactivity  Ecosystems  included  South  Florida  Ecosystems,  Declining  and 
Endangered  Species,  and  Pacific  Northwest  Forests  and  Watersheds.    FY  1996  requested 
increases  to  Subactivity  Ecosystems  include  Integrated  Regional  Studies,  Non-indigenous 
Threats  to  Native  Plants,  Habitat  Dynamics  on  Interior  Lands,  and  a  NAFTA  Initiative. 


613 


Data  Sharing 

Question:    As  a  result  of  the  changes  you  are  making  you  should  be  able  to  increase 
the  amount  of  product  (information)  you  provide  to  others.   Please  describe,  specifically,  what 
new  information  you  are  providing  to  other  Federal  agencies.   State  agencies,  and  to  the 
public—especially  at  the  State  level.   We  need  specific  examples  of  information,  not 
generalizations. 

Answer:     We  are  currently  providing  electronic  access  to  information  on  a  wide  range 
of  topics,  from  N6S  and  other  Federal  agencies,  from  State  agencies,  and  from  private 
organizations.    Examples  of  significant  NBS-developed  databases  include  data  on  the  spread 
and  management  of  zebra  mussels,  GAP  analysis  databases  for  many  States,  and  the  National 
Breeding  Bird  Survey. 

We  are  also  providing  electronic  linkages  to  valuable  biological  data  and  information  products 
maintained  by  other  Federal  agencies  including  NOAA,  the  Department  of  Energy,  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.    Examples  include  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  National 
Wetlands  Inventory  data,  data  on  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  National  Park  System,  NASA's 
Earth  Observation  System  Data  and  Information  System,  and  the  EPA's  Environmental 
Monitoring  and  Assessment  Program.    We  are  also  working  with  other  Federal  agencies  to 
develop  the  first  comprehensive  Standardized  National  Classification  of  Vegetation.   This  will 
be  made  accessible  electronically  over  the  Internet  and  will  be  used  by  States,  by  other 
Federal  agencies,  and  by  private  companies.    We  are  also  providing  electronic  access  to  a  new 
national  database  on  the  scientific  nomenclature  and  taxonomy  of  all  species  in  the  United 
States  and  adjacent  waters. 

NBS  is  cooperating  with  a  consortia  of  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  to  provide 
comprehensive  information  on  State  fish  and  wildlife  databases  throughout  the  United  States 
that  will  be  accessible  electronically  over  the  Internet. 

We  are  working  with  the  Association  of  Systematics  Collections  to  provide  electronic  access 
to  information  on  all  the  natural  history  museum  collections  in  the  U.S.,  and  on  sources  of 
taxonomic  expertise  throughout  North  America.    We  are  assisting  The  Nature  Conservancy  in 
providing  the  first  electronic  access  to  biological  data  and  information  maintained  by  each  of 
the  50  U.S.  State  heritage  programs. 

Question:   There  has  been  a  tremendous  increase  in  budget  for  information  transfer. 
Please  describe,  specifically,  where  the  funding  has  come  from  and  how  this  has  been 
coordinated  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies,  such  as  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies 
and  the  public. 

Answer:    We  believe  the  increase  in  the  Information  Transfer  budget  has  been  very 
modest,  especially  considering  the  benefits  to  NBS  and  its  partners  from  increased  access  to 
biological  information  maintained  by  other  Federal,  State,  academic,  and  private  sector 
entities.    There  has  been  little  budget  increase  in  the  traditional  Technical  Development 
research  and  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  activities  transferred  from  the  Fish  and 
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Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  and  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  into  the  Information  Transfer 
activity.   In  FY  1994,  NBS  received  modest  increases  for  high  priority  but  chronically  under 
funded  program  actions,  including  Natural  Resource  Damage  Assessment  (+2S0K),  and 
Socioeconomic  valuation  (+250K).    In  FY  1995,  NBS  received  increases  for  the  Information 
Infrastructure  ($1.5  million)  and  for  Ecosystem  Information  Management  and  Collection 
($320K). 

Base  transfers  from  the  FWS  and  NPS  to  the  NBS  included  no  funding  for  the  National 
Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII).   NBII  funds  derived  from  modest  contributions 
from  other  NBS  funding  activities,  plus  a  portion  of  the  FY  1994  Technical  Support  Center 
($300K)  increase,  and  the  FY  1995  Information  Infrastructure  increase.   The  Information 
Infrastructure  increase  represents  the  first  significant  increase  in  the  Information  Transfer 
budget,  and  the  funding  level  is  modest  for  a  new  program  of  the  necessary  scale  and 
complexity  of  the  NBII.   This  relatively  small  increase  will  pay  tremendous  dividends  in  the 
amount  of  valuable  biological  data  and  information,  much  of  which  is  not  currently  accessible 
electronically  for  shared  use,  that  will  be  "unlocked"  and  made  broadly  available.   By 
cataloging  and  describing  this  array  of  existing  biological  data  and  information,  NBII  will  also 
help  government  agencies  and  non-government  organizations  avoid  costly  duplicative  data 
collection.   The  development  of  NBII  is  being  widely  coordinated  with  the  Federal,  State,  and 
public  user  community  through  participation  on  interagency  work/advisory  groups,  cooperative 
agreements.   State  partnerships,  etc. 

Administration  Costs 

Question:     The  administration  of  the  NBS  appears  to  be  right  at  9%,  about  one 
percentage  point  higher  than  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   In  this  year's  package  it  states 
that  in  order  to  be  administratively  frugal  the  NBS  will  purchase  administrative  services  from 
other  Interior  agencies.    You  are  already  at  9%  and  some  of  your  non-administrative  budget 
will  be  used  to  purchase  services.   Given  this,  please  estimate  ^NhaX  your  total  administrative 
costs  will  be. 

Answer:     Since  its  inception,  NBS  has  actively  pursued  ways  to  minimize 
administrative  overhead  costs.   By  sharing  the  services  of  other  bureaus  in  areas  such  as 
procurement,  fmance.  and  personnel,  NBS  has  not  had  to  invest  considerable  funding  into 
new  administration  systems  and  additional  support  staff,  especially  in  the  regions.   The  cost 
for  these  purchased  services  is  already  included  in  the  9  percent  figure  of  $15.5  million 
Since  the  FWS  assesses  its  other  appropriations,  such  as  Federal  Aid,  for  administration 
support,  a  more  appropriate  comparison  would  be  between  the  operating  accounts  of  both 
bureaus. 

Research 

Question:   While  there  is  a  modest  increase  of  $1.2  million  in  the  overall  research 
program,  there  is  a  $1.8  million  decrease  in  Species  Biology.    Your  budget  justification 
mentions  basic  research  as  your  core  activity  and  states  that  species  biology  provides  bureaus 
with  basic  biological  information  critical  to  effective  management  of  species.   Can  you 
explain  why  this  program  has  such  a  dramatic  decrease  over  current  year? 
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Answer:    NBS  research  in  species  biology  continues  to  be  critical  to  the  efTective 
management  of  species  of  national  concern  (i  e  species  which  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of,  or 
managed  by.  Federal  resource  management  agencies).    Therefore,  in  times  of  budget  restraints 
all  programs  have  been  reevaluated  to  identify  programs  of  lower  priority  or  programs  which 
are  more  appropriately  managed  elsewhere.    One  of  the  conclusions  reached  from  this 
reevaluation  was  that  the  program  supporting  the  warm-water  aquaculture,  which  was 
originally  created  to  support  commercial  fish  production,  was  of  low  priority  to  bureaus 
within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  peripheral  to  the  mission  of  NBS.    Therefore,  NBS 
has  proposed  closing  the  Southeast  Fish  Culture  Laboratory  in  Marion,  Alabama.    In  addition, 
NBS  proposes  to  transfer  the  funding  for  the  Fish  Farming  Experimental  Station  in  Stuttgart, 
Arkansas  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA),  a  move  which  has  widespread 
support  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  USDA  is  the  most  appropriate  Federal  agency  to  provide 
oversight  and  support  for  these  activities. 

In  addition,  it  has  been  our  position  that  although  it  is  appropriate  for  NBS  to  conduct 
research  on  endangered  species  which  require  captive  propagation,  or  research  to  develop 
captive  propagation  methods,  it  is  not  within  the  NBS's  mission  to  conduct  a  captive 
propagation  program  for  reintroduction  of  such  species,  which  is  a  management  activity. 
Therefore,  NBS  has  proposed  to  discontinue  the  captive  propagation  of  Mississippi  sandhill 
cranes  and  masked  bobwhite  quail.    As  part  of  the  same  proposal,  the  activities  in  support  of 
Puerto  Rican  parrot  recovery  will  be  discontinued,  resulting  in  the  closure  of  the  Puerto  Rico 
Research  Station  in  Palmer,  Puerto  Rico. 

The  combination  of  these  two  reductions  represents  the  majority  of  the  decrease  in  species 
biology  funding  in  FY  1996,      It  should  be  noted  that  much  species  biology  research  takes 
place  in  the  context  of  integrated  ecosystem  research  activities. 

Question:     Is  this  program  less  significant  than  information  transfer  for  which  there  is 

an  increase  of  $2.9  million? 

Answer:    No,  this  program  is  no  less  important.    In  this  time  of  budgetary  constraints, 
the  FY  1996  budget  request  for  this  program  simply  reflects  the  reevaluation  effort  by  NBS  to 
identify  certain  elements  within  programs  that  are  more  ^propriately  managed  elsewhere. 


Question:    One  of  the  activities  in  Species  Biology  is  focused  on  zebra  mussels.    Does 
this  decrease  in  funding  mean  that  you  consider  zebra  mussels  to  be  less  of  a  threat  than 
previously  thought? 

Answer:    The  decrease  in  funds  for  Species  Biology  reflects  elimination  of  NBS's 
warm-water  aquaculture  program  in  FY  1996.    No  decrease  in  funding  or  effort  is  proposed 
for  aquatic  nuisance  species  research.    However,  many  of  our  zebra  mussel  studies  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1995.    New  research  studies  on  aquatic  nuisance  species,  including  zebra 
mussels,  will  be  determined  through  an  information  needs  identification  process. 


616 


Question:    Although  you  have  stated  that  warm-water  aquaculture  is  not  a  primary 
mission  of  NBS,  your  budget  lists  as  a  primary  accomplishment  in  FY  1994  the  work  on  drug 
registration  research.    Can  you  explain  for  the  Committee  the  significance  of  this  research  and 
why  Federal  funds  are  so  critical. 

Answer:    The  drug  registration  research  is  being  conducted  cooperatively  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  39  States  to  gain  approval  of  high  priority  drugs  for  all  public  fish 
production  (warm,  cool  and  cold  water  species).   Research  in  support  of  public  fish 
production  is  part  of  the  NBS  mission.    In  contrast,  NBS's  warm-water  aquaculture  program 
was  created  to  support  commercial  fish  production,  an  activity  which  is  peripheral  to  the 
mission  of  NBS.  NBS's  drug  registration  research  project  was  developed  in  response  to  the 
crisis  in  public  fish  production  that  has  arisen  as  a  result  of  the  U.S.  Food  and  Drug 
Administration's  (FDA)  increased  regulations  on  the  use  of  drugs  in  aquaculture  because  of 
public  concerns  about  efficacy,  human  food  safety,  human  health,  and  environmental  fate. 
Lack  of  approved  drugs  has  dramatically  reduced  the  effectiveness  and  increased  the  cost  of 
fish  production  for  natural  resource  management  agencies.   To  make  badly  needed 
therapeutants  available,  FDA  is  requiring  an  array  of  specialized  laboratory  research  studies 
and  clinical  field  trials.   Federal  funds  are  needed  because  pharmaceutical  manufacturers  are 
reluctant  to  undertake  any  significant  efforts  to  gain  approval  of  aquaculture  drugs.    Their 
reluctance  results  from  the  fact  that  it  is  estimated  to  cost  a  minimum  of  $3.5  million  per  drug 
to  gain  approval  to  control  the  one  disease  in  one  species  of  fish.    Under  the  cooperative 
agreement,  NBS  is  providing  approximately  half  of  the  funds  needed  to  conduct  the  studies 
required  by  FDA  to  gain  approvals  of  high  priority  drugs  for  public  fish  production. 

Question:    There  is  a  reduction  of  $425,000  in  the  Captive  Propagation  activity.   The 
reason  given  was  that  the  NBS  has  successfully  developed  captive  propagation  methods  for 
both  the  Mississippi  sandhill  cranes  and  the  masked  bobwhites.    Have  adequate  funds  been 
made  available  for  captive  breeding  programs  for  these  species? 

Answer:    Arrangements  for  the  transfer  of  the  captive  breeding  programs  for  these 
species  to  the  management  and  recovery  support  operations  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Atlanta  region  for  the  Mississippi  sandhill  cranes;  Albuquerque  region  for  the  masked 
bobwhite  quails)  have  been  made.    Some  NBS  costs  (non-research)  for  FY  1995  associated 
with  continuing  the  captive  breeding  programs  while  transfer  activities  were  occurring  have 
already  been  assumed  by  these  FWS  regions.    On  October  1,  1995,  the  FWS  will  assume  full 
responsibility  for  the  continuation  of  both  captive  breeding  programs. 

Question:    If  no  funds  are  made  available  for  this  purpose  what  will  happen  to  these 
species? 

Answer:    At  this  time,  NBS  and  FWS  anticipate  a  smooth  transition  of  responsibility 
for  continuing  captive  breeding  programs  for  both  species  at  the  beginning  of  FY  1996.   It  is 
our  imderstanding  that  FWS  will  make  adequate  recovery  funding  available  to  continue 
breeding  programs  for  both  species. 
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Population  Dynamics 

Question:    Population  Dynamics  provides  information  and  models  for  documenting  and 
making  predictions  of  changes  in  species  population  size.    This  data  is  widely  used  by 
resource  managers  to  answer  questions  about  a  particular  status  of  a  species  population.    This 
information  is  seen  as  critical  to  help  identify  early  on  possible  problems  with  a  given 
species.    Given  the  importance  of  this  function  can  you  explain  why  no  increases  were 
requested  for  this  program? 

Answer:    Understanding  the  factors  influencing  the  population  dynamics  of  a  species 
and  the  ability  to  predict  the  effects  of  various  management  or  environmental  changes  remain 
important  needs  of  resource  managers.    However,  in  keeping  with  the  changing  focus  of 
Interior  management  bureaus,  NBS  is  reducing  its  emphasis  on  studying  the  biology  or 
population  dynamics  of  individual  species  and  has  begun  directing  its  efforts  toward  programs 
which  incorporate  research  on  multiple  species  and  attempt  to  understand  species  population 
dynamics  within  the  context  of  the  dynamic  ecosystems  which  support  them.    Therefore,  in 
addition  to  maintaining  our  strong,  existing  capabilities  in  population  dynamics  research,  NBS 
program  expansion  has  been  directed  toward  associated  ecosystems  research.    For  example, 
NBS  has  requested  an  increase  of  $610,000  for  research  on  threats  to  native  plant 
communities  which  will  develop  information  needed  to  understand  and  predict  the  responses 
of  communities  of  native  plant  species  to  invasive  nonindigenous  plant  species.    In  addition, 
NBS  has  requested  $800,000  for  research  on  habitat  dynamics  on  Interior  lands  the  goal  of 
which  is  to  develop  the  tools  needed  to  predict  the  effects  of  management  and  policy  options 
on  ecosystems,  habitats,  and  species  under  Departmental  jurisdiction. 

Question:    Is  this  research  program  less  important  than  the  $2.9  million  increase 
requested  for  information  transfer? 

Answer:    In  the  past  the  NBS  parent  bureaus  focused  most  heavily  on  population  and 
species  research,  with  less  emphasis  on  information  transfer  and  collaborative  science 
partnerships.    Providing  resources  for  information  transfer  will  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
existing  population  dynamics  research. 

Ecosystems 

Question:    This  category  of  research  is  recommended  for  a  $2.2  million  increase. 
South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forests  and  Watershed  projects  appear  to  be  a  high 
priority  of  this  research.    What  percentage  of  this  increase  will  be  used  for  both  of  these 
initiatives? 

Answer:    Funds  for  South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  specifically  requested 
in  the  Integrated  Regional  Studies  increase  proposal.   This  proposal  requests  $I.S  million  for 
South  Florida,  representing  65. 8  percent  of  the  total  increase  request  for  Subactivity 
Ecosystems;  and  $0.4  million  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  representing  17.5  percent  of  the  total 
increase  request  for  Subactivity  Ecosystems.   Together,  the  increase  request  for  these  two 
regions  represents  83.3  percent  of  the  total  increase  request  for  Subactivity  Ecosystems. 
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Question:     As  important  as  these  areas  are,  do  you  have  concern  that  other  high 
priority  projects  may  not  receive  adequate  funding  or  attention  because  significant  funds  are 
being  focused  on  two  specific  areas  of  the  country? 

Answer;    There  will  never  be  enough  funding  for  all  priority  projects.    NBS  is 
focusing  its  attention  and  funding  on  South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  because  these 
two  areas  have  the  highest  Administration-wide  priority. 

Question:    Please  provide  a  chart  which  lists  the  ten  highest  priority  projects  including 
South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  including  the  funds  each  received  in  FY  94  and  95 
and  projected  to  receive  in  FY  96  should  this  budget  be  approved. 

Answer:    South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  have  the  highest  Administration- 
wide  priority.   In  addition  to  these  two  areas,  NBS  is  conducting  pilot  demonstration  projects 
in  ten  other  areas.    The  table  on  the  following  page  is  an  alphabetical  listing  of  these  thirteen 
areas  with  NBS  funding  noted: 

FY  1994  -  1996  Funding  for  NBS  Priority  Projects 


Project  Name 

California  Coastal  Sage 
Scrub  Region/Gnatcatcher 

Giant  Garter  Snake  Habitat 

Glacier  Bay 

Great  Plains/Grasslands 

Hawaii 

Northeastern  Watersheds 

Pacific  Northwest 

Prince  William  Sound 

South  Florida 

Southern  Appalachians 

Southern  Forested  Wetlands 

Upper  Mississippi/Missouri 
Rivers  Flood  Zone 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

($000) 

($000) 

r$ooo) 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

537 

537 

537 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

150 

150 

150 

2,660 

3,660 

4,060 

210 

210 

210 

654 

1,154 

2,654 

100 

100 

100 

568 

568 

568 

350  200  200 


Question:    There  is  a  $610,000  increase  proposed  to  address  Threats  to  Native  Plants. 
NPS  and  BLM  regard  the  invasive  nonindigenous  plants  as  a  major  threat  to  native  plant 
communities.   These  particular  funds  will  be  used  exclusively  in  the  Western  part  of  the 
country.   Does  this  problem  exist  in  other  parts  of  the  nation,  and  to  what  extent? 
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Answer;    Nonindigenous  plants  are  a  problem  in  many  parts  of  the  country.  For 
example,  purple  loose  strife  (Lythrum  salicaria)  is  a  wetland  pest  in  many  eastern  and 
midwestem  States;  multiflora  rose  (Rosa  multiflora),  Japanese  honeysuckle  (Lonicera 
japonica),  Canada  thistle  (Cirsium  arvense)  and  other  species  are  a  problem  in  midwestem 
upland  ecosystems  and  agricultural  systems    South  Florida  wetland  ecosystems  have  been 
dramatically  altered  by  melaleuca  (MelaJeuca  quinquenervia),  Brazilian  pepper  (Shinus 
terebinthifolius)  and  Australian  pine  (Casuarina  sp).    Upland  ecosystems  in  southern  States 
have  been  altered  by  kudzu  (Pueraria  lobata)  and  southern  aquatic  systems  by  hydrilla 
(Hydrilla  verticilata)  and  water  hyacinth  (Eichomia  crassipes).    Federal  efforts  to  prevent  the 
introduction  and  control  the  spread  of  nonindigenous  plant  species  is,  at  this  time,  best 
developed  in  the  western  region     In  addition  to  signing  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  with  seven  Federal  agencies  to  maintain,  enhance  and  restore  native  plant  species  and 
communities  on  public  lands,  the  NfBS  has  signed  an  MOU  with  seventeen  Federal  agencies  to 
coordinate  management  of  noxious  and  exotic  weeds  on  Federal  lands.    The  initial  focus  has 
been  in  western  States,  where  Federal  land  holdings  are  extensive  relative  to  other  regions  of 
the  country,  and  where  NBS  has  been  advised  by  its  partner  bureaus  that  the  need  is  greatest. 

Question:    What  additional  funds  would  be  required  to  run  pilot  projects  in  other  parts 
of  the  nation  where  a  significant  threat  exists? 

Answer:    A  portion  of  the  requested  increase  ($150,000)  will  be  used  in  FY  1996  to 
support  the  final  phase  of  testing  and  introduction  of  two  insect  species  to  control  purple  loose 
strife  (Lythrum  salicaria),  a  nonindigenous  plant  pest  of  eastern  and  midwestem  wetlands.    In 
future  years,  research  will  address  the  control  of  other  nonindigenous  species  of  Departmental 
concem,  which  could  include  other  non-western  species. 

Because  problems  with  nonindigenous  plants  in  non-western  regions  often  affect  State-owned 
natural  areas,  much  research  on  the  spread  and  control  of  non-indigenous  plants  has  been 
accomplished  by  State  natural  resource  agencies.    A  Departmental  effort  to  enhance  these 
efforts  and  apply  them  to  species  or  areas  of  interest  to  the  Department  would  be  best 
accomplished  through  State  partnerships  for  collaborative  research  and  control  method 
development  for  individual  species  or  ecosystems.    An  additional  $500,000  would  support  an 
adequate  assortment  of  pilot  projects  for  vulnerable,  non-western  ecosystems  and  species  of 
concem  to  the  Department. 

Integrated  Regional  Studies  Program 

Question     There  is  a  $1.9  million  request  for  Integrated  Regional  Studies.    Your 
justification  mentions  once  again  that  this  request  will  expand  the  scope  of  research  and 
related  activities  underway  in  South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest.    What  is  the  total 
funding  in  the  FY  96  budget  related  to  these  two  projects? 

Answer:   The  total  FY  96  budget  for  South  Florida  ecosystem-related  projects, 
including  increase  requests,  is  $2.6  million.   The  total  FY  96  budget  for  Pacific  Northwest 
ecosystem-related  projects,  including  increase  requests,  is  $4. 1  million. 
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Question:    The  budget  justification  mentions  research,  coordination,  making 
information  accessible,  and  multiple  partners.   How  much  of  these  "research"  funds  will  be 
used  for  research?   How  much  will  be  used  for  other  categories? 

Answer:    The  goal  of  all  regional  ecosystem  initiatives  is  to  facilitate  integrated 
research,  but  the  current  amount  of  emphasis  placed  on  research  versus  coordination, 
partnership-building,  or  making  information  accessible  varies  by  regional  project.    Among  the 
twelve  current  projects,  there  is  a  wide  range  in  degrees  of  development,  with  different 
initiatives  at  different  stages,  toward  having  the  necessary  science  "on  line."    Certain  stages  of 
stakeholder  identification,  current  information  assessment,  and  identification  of  research  gaps 
are  necessary  before  actual  research  projects  begin.    For  example,  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande 
regional  project,  the  outstanding  need  is  to  identify  stake  holders  and  needs;  and  in  Prince 
William  Sound,  research  needs  are  not  yet  identified.    On  the  other  hand,  in  the  Southern 
Forested  Wetlands  region,  stakeholder  and  needs  identification  occurred  before  NBS  became  a 
partner  in  the  project  so  that  the  primary  current  activity  is  research. 

Question:    Since  the  Non-Federal  partners  will  obviously  benefit  from  this  activity,  are 
they  providing  any  matching  funds  for  the  initiative,  if  so  how  much,  if  not  why? 

Answer:    There  is  no  required  minimum  contribution  from  partners  involved  in 
regional  initiatives,  but  a  goal  of  each  initiative  is  to  pool  resources  and  expertise  in  the 
region.    In  some  regional  projects,  NBS  is  a  minor  player  relative  to  other  participants.   The 
Non-Federal  partners  that  stand  to  benefit  from  these  activities  are  contributors;  the  kind  and 
amount  of  contribution  varies  among  the  twelve  current  projects.    Some  partners  have 
contributed  funds  and  others  have  contributed  in-kind  technical  or  logistical  support.      For 
example,  the  State  of  Missouri  has  provided  $9  million  for  the  Upper  Mississippi/Lower 
Missouri  Initiative,  and  the  Exxon  Valdez  Trustee  Council  funds  NBS-lead  research  for  the 
Prince  William  Sound  Initiative.    The  South  Florida  Initiative  Science  Sub-group  is  composed 
of  scientists  from  1 1  Federal  agencies  and   State,  regional,  academic,  and  local  organizations; 
the  contributions  of  time  and  technical  expertise  provided  by  these  scientists  and  by  those 
involved  in  other  regional  initiatives  is  substantial  and  critical  to  the  success  of  the  initiatives. 

Question:    The  Habitat  Dynamics  initiative  will  supply  decision  makers  with  improved 
capabilities  for  assessing  and  comparing  the  likely  impact  of  management  and  policy  options 
on  Federal  lands.    A  $800,000  increase  is  proposed.    This  function  would  seem  key  to  Federal 
resource  managers.    Would  it  make  sense  to  provide  less  funds  for  the  non-research 
component  of  the  Integrated  Studies  Program  and  more  funds  for  this  function?     If  not  why? 

Answer:    The  Integrated  Regional  Studies  program  recently  initiated  12  regional 
studies.   These  projects  enable  NBS  to  work  with  other  Federal  Agencies,  States,  Tribes, 
universities,  industry,  and  private  organizations  to  exchange  information  and  coordinate 
scientific  activities.    These  initial  activities  are  important  to  assure  that  key  regional  issues  are 
identified.    Currently,  the  funding  balance  between  research  and  "non-research"  varies  among 
the  regional  studies.   This  will  change  in  the  out-years  as  the  science  needed  to  guide 
management  and  policy  actions  is  clearly  identified  and  studies  are  undertaken. 
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Question:    There  is  a  $200,000  increase  tor  the  NAKIA  initiative,  some  of  which 
began  last  year.    The  budget  talks  about  increased  economic  activity  and  transport  along  the 
border  and  the  unknown  effects  on  the  living  resources  inhabiting  that  border  area.    The 
project  area  is  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  a  relatively  remote  agricultural  region  on  both 
sides.    Doesn't  it  make  more  sense  to  target  the  funds  to  an  area  like  Nogales,  Arizona  which 
is  an  intensely  populated  region  that  already  suffers  from  the  stress  of  increased  economic 
activity  and  transport  rather  than  a  remote,  agricultural  region  that  is  not  expected  to  be 
overrun  by  industry  in  the  near  future? 

Answer:    Nogales  and  other  large  Mexican  cities  along  the  border  do  have  significant 
public  health  problems  related  primarily  to  air  and  water  pollution  and  hazardous  wastes 
which  are  being  addressed  by  EPA  and  other  agencies.    As  a  science  agency,  NBS  is  focusing 
primarily  on  the  ecological  effects  of  economic  development  and  population  growth  along  this 
large  region  of  the  border.    NBS  focused  on  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  at  this  early  stage  of 
anticipated  grov^h  because  it  is  a  biologically  sensitive  area  of  large  geographic  scale  where 
the  NBS  can  better  contribute  to  improving  the  scientific  basis  for  the  long  term  sustainable 
use  and  management  of  this  important  border  region.   The  800  mile  corridor  from  El  Paso  to 
the  mouth  of  the  river  at  Brownsville  transects  two  major  biogeographical  provinces 
(Chihuahuan  Desert  and  Tamaulipan),  each  containing  a  wide  range  of  ecosystems. 

Inventory  and  Monitoring 

Question:    This  function  provides  funds  for  Ecosystem  mapping  including  the  GAP 
Analysis  Program.    Does  the  NBS  consider  GAP  analysis  a  core  function  of  the  Service?   If 
not,  how  would  you  categorize  the  importance  of  the  function? 

Answer:    Yes,  NBS  views  this  program  as  critical  to  fulfilling  its  mission.     Further, 
this  goal  is  shared  by  our  State  and  private  sector  partners  who  effectively  fund  approximately 
50  percent  of  program  cost. 

Question:    How  many  States  are  involved  with  the  GAP  program?   Do  they  contribute 
financially  to  this  program,  if  so  how  much? 

Answer:    Presently  there  are  42  States  that  are  involved,  in  some  way,  with  the  Gap 
Program.    Some  GAP  projects  have  been  completed,  most  (33)  are  in  progress  and  several  are 
in  the  early  stages  of  organization.    Gap  Analysis  projects  in  the  States  of  Tennessee,  Florida, 
Washington,  Arizona,  Nevada,   California,  Wyoming,  and  New  Mexico  are  scheduled  for 
completion  in  1995. 

The  Gap  Program  is  made  up  of  more  than  200  cooperating  organizations,  including  103 
State  agencies,  10  Federal  agencies,  51  universities,  24  for-profit  businesses  and  43  non-profit 
organizations.    All  of  these  organizations  contribute  either  dollars,  materials  or  services  to  Gap 
Analysis  projects  in  their  State.    We  estimate  that  cooperators  contribute  at  least  one  half  of 
the  cost  of  Gap  Analysis,  although  contributions  vary  by  State. 
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Question:    What  Federal  and  State  agencies  use  GAP  information  and  for  what 
purposes? 

Answer:    GAP  information  is  being  used  by  county  and  city  governments,  such  as  the 
Southern  California  Association  of  Governments,  State  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies  and  State 
Departments  of  Natural  Resources.    Federal  users  include  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Government  Accounting  Office.    A  recent 
survey  of  47  representative  cases  in  which  GAP  information  was  used  included:    wildlife 
management  23  percent,  land  management  34  percent,  environmental  assessment  13  percent, 
county  planning  1 1  percent,  basic  research  9  percent,  options  for  large-area  designations  6 
percent  and  private  land  use  planning  4  percent. 

Question:    Vegetation  mapping  is  a  high  priority  for  the  National  Park  Service. 
Exactly  how  much  is  recommended  for  this  activity  in  the  FY  96  budget?   How  much  was 
provided  in  FY  95?   How  does  this  compare  to  the  funding  levels  prior  to  the  establishment 
of  NBS? 

Answer:     This  scientifically  based,  comprehensive  program  is  designed  to  produce 
accurate,  GIS  compatible  vegetation  maps  for  237  parks  in  the  National  Park  System. 
Funding  for  FY  96  is  $1.9  million  which  is  the  same  funding  provided  in  FY  95.    The  dollars 
for  the  vegetation  mapping  have  remained  consistent  with  the  funding  provided  by  the 
National  Park  Service  to  support  the  program  when  it  was  transferred  to  the  National 
Biological  Service. 

Question:    How  does  the  National  Park  Service  use  this  data? 

Answer:     Perhaps  no  single  piece  of  natural  resource  data  has  more  overall  application 
and  utility  for  park  management  than  a  good  quality,  high  resolution  map  of  major  plant 
communities  occurring  within  park  boundaries.  These  maps  are  indispensable  for  studies  of 
wildlife  habitat,  park  planning,  interpretation,  development  of  fire  management  plans, 
placement  of  on-site  facilities,  and  protection  of  sensitive  resources. 

Question:    How  much  is  recommended  in  FY  96  for  Indicator  Analysis  which  involves 
the  discovery  and  detection  of  important  biological  phenomena? 

Answer:   Funding  in  the  Biomonitoring  of  Environmental  Status  and  Trends,  National 
Park  ecosystem  monitoring  and  National  Ecological  Surveys  Team  programs  for  indicator 
analysis  is  minimal  (approximately  $250,000)  and  is  a  part  of  each  program's  effort  to 
examine  the  potential  for  future  development  of  indicators  as  an  integral  part  of  the  inventory 
and  monitoring  basic  framework.    No  new  funding  has  been  specifically  recommended  or 
"earmarked"    in  FY  96  to  develop,  standardize,  and  test  ecological  indicators  for  use  in 
evaluating  ecosystem  health.    However,  in  the  absence  of  new  funding,  we  plan  to  re- 
prioritize  several  studies  and  begin  identifying  a  suite  of  biotic  and  abiotic  indicators  and 
develop  an  "index  of  leading  ecological  indicators."   These  indicators  will  measure  ecosystem 
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quality,  processes,  and  the  presence  or  health  of  sensitive  species  and  are  needed  for  use  in 
basic  ecosystem  assessment. 

Question:     Is  this  an  adequate  amount? 

Answer:    The  current  funding  is  not  adequate.    Specific  areas  that  are  essential  for 
indicator  analysis  projects  and  require  new  funding  are:  (1)  Indicator  Development  -  funding 
in  this  area  would  be  to  initiate  projects  that  develop  or  field  test  ecological  indicators;  and 
(2)  Predictive  Model  Development  -  funding  would  be  used  to  establish  internal  NBS 
capability  to  evaluate  proposed  indicators,  identify  needs  for  developing  new  indicators,  and 
begin  to  assemble  predictive  models  for  testing  and  eventually  applying  recommended 
indicators  in  demonstration  sites. 

Question:    The  94  budget  includes  funds  for  a  new  Species  at  Risk  program  designed 
to  address  causes  of  risk  to  certain  species  and  take  immediate  actions  to  stabilize  their 
population.    It  would  seem  this  activity  might  easily  prevent  listings.    How  much  was 
provided  in  FY  94  and  95  and  how  much  is  recommended  in  FY  96? 

Answer:     The  Success  with  Species  at  Risk  Initiative  is  designed  to  develop 
information  regarding  status,  abundance,  distribution,  habitat  relationships,  biological 
vulnerability,  population  size,  distribution,  and  other  information  for  species  listed  as  Category 
2  Candidates.    This  initiative  is  likely  to  provide  immediate  benefits  to  State  and  Federal 
resource  managers,  local  land  owners  and  others,  in  the  form  of  new  and  more  complete 
information  on  species  of  concern  and  the  stresses  facing  them.    The  biological  information 
developed  will  lead  to  better  understanding  of  how  critical  habitats  can  be  secured,  how 
populations  can  be  stabilized,  and,  most  importantly,  where  information  or  management 
actions  can  lead  to  the  "delisting"  of  a  species  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
Although  it  is  early  in  the  evolution  of  this  program,  it  is  clear  that  the  initiative  holds  great 
potential  for  creating  a  new  body  of  scientific  information  that  will  stabilize  a  variety  of 
sensitive  species  that  otherwise  would  be  neglected  and  potentially  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered.    Data  from  the  first  year  of  the  initiative  are  now  being  reported  and  results  are 
encouraging  for  possible  delistings  as  well  as  providing  private  landowners  and  others  viable 
options  for  maintaining  stable  and  diverse  populations  of  Category  2  species. 

As  we  begin  our  second  year  of  this  program  the  response  from  interested  scientists  has 
continued  to  be  strong.    NBS  has  received  over  480  new  project  proposals  from  State, 
Federal,  university,  and  private  researchers  across  the  country.    The  proposals  cover  a  wide 
range  of  species  on  the  Candidate  2  lists  and  hold  great  potential  for  providing  NBS  and  its 
partners  a  clearer  picture  of  the  status  of  these  species  and  a  better  understanding  of  the 
factors  affecting  their  sustainability.    The  FY  1994  budget  for  the  Success  with  Species  at 
Risk  Initiative  was  $1  million.    In  FY  1995  the  budget  was  set  at  $948,000,  however,  both 
House  and  Senate  rescission  bills  would  reduce  that  amount  by  $500,000. 

Question:    Partners  and  cooperative  agreements  are  mentioned  as  part  of  this  initiative. 
Do  the  partners  contribute  financially  to  this  effort,  if  so  how  much? 
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Answer:    Potential  for  fostering  partnerships,  including  components  such  as  matching 
funds  and  in-kind  services,  is  one  of  the  criteria  used  for  selecting  Species  at  Risk  projects. 
In  the  first  year  of  the  initiative,  all  projects  involved  some  type  of  partnership  and  most  of 
them  contributed  in-kind  services  such  as  office  space  and  equipment.    In  at  least  one  of  the 
projects,  100  percent  matching  funds  were  provided. 

Question:    Since  this  program  actually  prevents  listings,  shouldn't  it  be  a  higher 
priority  than  some  of  the  information  transfer  work? 

Answer:     As  noted  above,  this  program  clearly  holds  potential  for  stabilizing 
populations  of  sensitive  species  that  otherwise  would  be  neglected  and  potentially  listed. 
However,  the  actual  development  of  a  new  body  of  biological  information  and  the 
dissemination  of  that  information  to  decision  makers,  resource  managers  and  others  who  need 
it  must  go  hand-in-hand. 

Question:     The  Biomonitoring  of  Environmental  Status  and  Trends  (BEST)  Program  is 
a  program  designed  to  understand  the  effects  of  environmental  contaminants  on  biological 
resources.    This  would  seem  to  be  a  significant  endeavor.    Can  you  explain  why  a  $230,000 
reduction  is  recommended  in  FY  96? 

Answer:    The  reduction  of  $230,000  was  proposed  for  BEST  because  a  major 
developmental  activity  will  be  completed  with  FY  1995  funding.    This  developmental  activity 
is  the  review  of  the  program's  concepts  that  is  being  conducted  by  the  National  Academy  of 
Science  (NAS).    The  President's  FY  1996  budget  requests  $2.0  million  to  continue  the 
development  of  BEST,  to  revise  the  program  in  response  to  recommendations  from  NAS,  and 
to  begin  a  phased  implementation.    Although  this  program  alone  is  inadequate  to  identify  and 
understand  the  effects  of  environmental  contaminants  on  biological  resources,  it  will  be 
interfaced  with  the  NBS  research  program  on  environmental  contaminants.    The  BEST 
Program  will  provide  key  inventory  and  monitoring  information  on  environmental 
contaminants  while  research  efforts  will  focus  on  establishing  cause-and-effect  linkages 
between  contaminants  and  observed  effects.    Together  these  two  major  efforts  will  start  to 
provide  information  to  DOI  bureaus  and  natural  resource  decision  makers  for  identifying  and 
understanding  the  effects  of  environmental  contaminants  on  biological  resources. 

Information  Transfer 

Question:     This  program  mentions  expanded  partnerships  with  non-federal  partners 
and  provides  the  largest  increase  in  the  FY  96  budget  for  this  non  research  purpose.    Is  it  wise 
to  shift  so  much  of  the  limited  Federal  resources  to  a  non-research  function  so  early  in  the  life 
of  NBS? 

Answer:     We  view  this  increase  request  as  directly  and  fundamentally  supporting  our 
research  program,  as  well  as  the  programs  and  information  needs  of  all  of  our  partners  and 
customers.    Having  direct  access  to  the  vast  amount  of  biological  data,  information,  and 
analytical  tools  which  are  already  available  from  different  sources  throughout  the  country  and 
the  world  is  essential  to  completing  successful  research  and  building  on  what  is  known. 
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particularly  in  times  of  limited  resources.    NBS  and  others  who  need  data  could  not 
conceivably  recreate  or  re-collect  the  important  biological  data  and  information  that  currently 
exists  in  hundreds  of  different  State  resource  agency  databases,  in  natural  history  museums 
and  libraries  all  across  North  America,  and  from  many  different  Federal  agencies.    The 
relatively  small  investment  will  allow  NBS  to  leverage  the  efforts  of  our  partners  and  to  assist 
diem  in  making  the  data  they  hold  accessible  in  this  broader  framework. 

Question;    Does  expanded  partnerships  mean  that  the  Non-Federal  partners  who  will 
greatly  benefit  from  this  program  intend  to  increase  their  fmancial  participation  or  does 
expanded  just  apply  to  Federal  monies? 

Answer:    We  expect  a  significant  investment  from  our  Non-Federal  partners.   They 
have  already  spent  large  sums  to  collect  this  information  and  will  invest  more  in  making  it 
accessible  electronically.    This  request  refers  to  our  objective  to  increase  our  ability  to  provide 
"seed  money"  type  support  to  more  of  these  Non-Federal  partners  to  assist  them  in  making  the 
valuable  biological  data  they  hold  more  broadly  accessible  through  the  National  Biological 
Information  Infrastructure  (NBII).   The  benefits  will  be  significant,  not  only  for  Federal 
agencies,  but  for  States,  private  industry,  and  for  the  public.    Only  a  portion  of  the  data  and 
information  that  are  available  on  the  Nation's  biological  resources  is  generated  and  maintained 
by  Federal  agencies,  and  only  a  fraction  of  this  Federal  data  is  held  by  the  NBS.    State 
resource  agencies,  universities,  libraries,  natural  history  museums,  and  private  organizations 
also  collect  and  maintain  extremely  valuable  important  biological  data. 

Question:    A  $500,000  increase  is  recommended  for  a  program  with  The  Nature 
Conservancy  and  State  Heritage  Programs  to  support  the  development  and  maintenance  of  a 
National  Heritage  Data  Node.    Can  you  explain  exactly  what  this  project  entails  and  who  is 
the  primary  user  of  the  data? 

Answer:    This  project  would  provide  assistance  to  The  Nature  Conservancy  and  to 
individual  State  heritage  agencies  to  provide  increased  electronic  access  to  heritage  databases 
through  the  NBII.   The  funds  would  assist  heritage  programs  to  prepare  their  data  holdings  to 
be  made  electronically  accessible  and  for  State  heritage  offices  to  establish  the  necessary 
connections  to  the  Internet  to  allow  them  to  serve  their  information.   This  would  tremendously 
increase  the  number  of  interested  users,  including  State  and  Federal  resource  managers, 
scientists,  private  industry,  educators,  and  the  public,  who  can  have  direct  access  into  these 
valuable  databases  on  the  biological  resources  of  the  States. 

Question:  A  $1  million  increase  is  requested  for  State  partnerships.  Again  this  is  not 
for  research  but  for  information  transfer.  Your  budget  states  that  the  program  is  designed  to 
meet  State  science  needs,  such  as  those  of  State  fish  and  game  agencies.  Since  the  States  are 
the  main  benefactor,  how  much  are  the  States  contributing  to  this  endeavor? 

Answer:    The  funding  for  State  partnerships  is  in  information  transfer,  but  many 
projects  under  review  for  funding  in  FY  1995  are  distinctly  "research"  in  nature.    The  States 
have  and  will  contribute  most  of  the  cost  of  making  the  data  available  and  undertaking 
significant  components  of  collaborative  projects.    The  NBS  partnership  program  focuses  on 
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maximizing  opportimities  for  collaborative  efforts  while  offering  some  opportiinities  for 
Federal  assistance.   Therefore,  the  competitive  funding  offered  through  the  NBS  is  intended  to 
support  the  work  of  these  partners  and  encourage  high  quality  products  that  will  benefit  a 
variety  of  decision-makers  locally  and  across  the  nation.   These  partnerships  are  a  great 
benefit  to  States,  as  well  as  NBS  and  other  Federal  agencies  and  private  organizations  since 
they  facilitate  sharing  of  biological  data  and  information  in  an  environment  of  limited 
resources  and  complex  resource  management  issues. 

Question:     How  many  high  priorities  of  the  Federal  agencies  will  not  be  funded 
because  of  the  $2.9  million  recommended  for  the  information  transfer  program?   Please  list 
the  ten  highest  priorities  for  the  FWS,  >fPS,  and  BLM  and  how  many  are  funded  in  the  FY  96 
request. 

Answer:     The  increase  in  the  information  transfer  budget  complements  rather  than 
competes  with  the  research  priority  needs  of  DOI  bureaus.    The  $2.9  million  increase  supports 
a  strategic  expansion  of  parmerships  with  the  Federal,  State,  museum,  academic,  and  private 
sectors  to  facilitate  electronic  access  to  and  serving  of  their  biological  data  and  information. 
This  new  partnership,  the  NBII,  will  allow  scientists  to  access,  examine,  and  analyze  more 
data  from  different  sources  with  major  savings  in  both  cost  and  time.    As  such,  research  to 
address  agency  needs  will  benefit  from  having  a  large,  readily  accessible,  diversified  data  base 
from  which  to  develop  hypotheses,  conduct  tests,  and  analyze  results.    The  results  will  then  be 
distributed  and  accessible  throughout  the  NBII  network  of  partners  to  facilitate  their  rapid, 
widespread  application  to  practical  resource  management  issues. 

NBS  has  maintained  an  ongoing  dialogue  vsath  these  agencies  concerning  their  needs  and  the 
FY  1996  Budget  was  prepared  with  a  major  emphasis  on  addressing  these  needs.    However, 
the  specific  list  of  research  needs  for  FY  1996  has  not  yet  been  submitted  to  NBS  by  the 
bureaus. 

Cooperative  Research  Units 

Question:    Cooperative  Research  Units  are  a  diverse,  cost  effective  means  to  provide 
for  high  priority  research  needs.   There  is  a  recommendation  for  an  additional  $500,000  to 
establish  two  new  units.   If  these  units  provide  important  broad  based  scientific  information  in 
a  cost  effective  way,  why  did  the  budget  include  such  limited  funding? 

Answer:    Some  universities  and  State  agencies  do  not  have  the  resources  necessary  to 
support  their  part  of  cooperative  research  unit  activities.    Some  have  realized  this  and  have 
been  hesitant  to  ask  for  consideration  in  the  formation  of  new  units.    On  investigation  we 
have  learned  that  not  all  of  the  States  that  have  asked  for  the  formation  of  new  units  realize 
what  level  of  resources  they  must  have  to  effectively  support  unit  activities  and  it  is  difficult 
to  determine  how  unique  the  problems  needing  investigation  are  between  some  of  the  smaller 
States.    We  have  decided  to  use  this  modest  increase  to  stimulate  competition  between  States 
that  have  inquired  about  obtaining  units  to  see  which  ones  can  offer  the  best  support  base  and 
where  the  unique  problems  exist  that  need  investigation.    If  several  States  indicate  good 
potential  for  unit  support,  and  show  unique  information  needs,  we  will  ask  for  an  additional 
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increase  in  the  1997  budget  to  accommodate  the  Federal  share  of  new  unit  fonnation  in 
additional  States. 

Question;     Should  some  of  the  additional  funds  requested  for  Infoimation  Transfer  be 
used  to  fund  additional  coop  units?   If  not  why? 

Answer:    There  is  a  great  need  to  provide  pathways  for  getting  research  information 
out  to  management  agencies  and  the  public.    Some  of  this  Information  Transfer  money  will  be 
used  in  conjunction  with  information  developed  at  Cooperative  Units  as  well  as  that  from 
other  research  entities.    In  looking  at  the  balance  of  activities  we  determined  that  this  level  of 
information  transfer  activity  was  more  important,  at  this  point,  than  the  formation  of  additional 
research  units  or  other  entities. 

Question:   Is  there  a  region  of  the  nation  not  adequately  covered  by  a  coop  research? 

Answer:   There  probably  is  no  natural  resource  agency  that  has  all  of  the  information 
it  needs  to  manage  all  of  the  resources  for  which  it  is  responsible.    It  becomes  a  matter  of 
priorities  on  what  resources  go  into  what  level  of  problems  and  which  issues  are  more  critical. 
The  Cooperative  Units  are  well  dispersed  to  investigate  problems  of  all  regions.    However, 
States  often  do  not  have  the  latitude  or  mechanisms  to  fund  research  across  State  boundaries, 
so  most  States  would  like  to  have  their  own  problems  investigated  within  their  own 
boundaries.    It  becomes  necessary  for  scientists  to  see  how  well  information  developed 
somewhere  else  fits  as  a  solution  to  an  identified  problem  where  it  is  located. 

Question:    What  are  a  few  examples  of  significant  data  obtained  from  coop  units? 

Answer:    A  Breeding  Bird  Biology  Research  and  Monitoring  Database,  an  extension  of 
the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  has  been  developed  and  maintained  for  25  States.   Data  on  the  fate 
of  more  than  13,000  nests  of  more  than  ISO  species  of  birds  were  collected  by  the  end  of 
1994.    Contributors  to  this  program  include  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  US  Forest  Service, 
non-profit  organizations,  universities.  State  natural  resource  agencies,  and  the  forest  products 
industry.   These  data  will  be  used  by  cooperating  agencies  to  determine  harvesting  patterns, 
recreational  activity  pressure  and  habitat  preservation  efforts  needed. 

A  project  in  Alaska  studied  the  effect  of  jet  aircraft  flying  over  the  free  ranging  area  of 
caribou.      Behavioral  responses  were  mild  and  not  significant  during  late  winter  and  insect 
seasons,  but  were  significant  among  post-calving  females  in  June. 

The  Miiuiesota  Unit  conducted  research  to  determine  the  indirect  impacts  of  aerial  application 
of  the  most  recommended  insecticide  for  grasshopper  control  in  the  State  on  mallard  ducklings 
and  their  food  base.   The  results  of  this  study   (funded  by  the  Legislative  Commission  on 
Minnesota  Resources)  have  been  provided  to  Waterfowl  Production  Area  managers  in  the 
FWS  and  the  Minnesota  Aerial  Applicator's  Association  to  aid  in  decisions  about  how  to 
spray  and  under  what  weather/wind  conditions  spraying  is  dangerous  to  non-target  organisms. 
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To  improve  stock  assessment  of  cutthroat  trout  in  Southeast  Alaska,  a  mark-recapture 
experiment  was  conducted  at  Hasselborg  Lake,  Admiralty  Island.    Evaluation  of  model 
assumptions  led  to  conclusions  that  the  population  was  closed.    Angling  was  determined  to  be 
the  most  effective  gear  for  capture  and  the  distribution  of  different  age  classes  was 
accomplished.   This  information  will  be  used  by  the  State  to  adjust  catch  regulations. 

The  Cooperative  Unit  at  the  University  of  California  at  Davis  is  involved  in  one  of  12  NBS 
ecosystem  studies.    The  California  coastal  sage  scrub  natural  community  contains  a  large 
number  of  unique  plant  and  animal  species  which  are  threatened  by  past   and  continued  urban 
and  agricultural  development.    The  coastal  California  gnatcatcher,  listed  as  threatened,  is  the 
most  well  known  of  these  species.    Research  on  the  ecosystem  initiative  will  be  conducted  by 
scientists  at  the  University  and  coordinated  in  partnership  with  State  and  local  planning 
organizations. 

The  University  of  Rhode  Island's  Cooperative  Unit  has  undertaken  an  interdisciplinary  study 
to  examine  the  quantitative  interrelationships  among  neotropical  migratory  birds,  deer,  small 
mammals,  ticks,  and  vegetation  in  order  to  understand  the  ecology  and  epidemiology  of  Lyme 
disease.   The  study  was  identified  by  the  National  Park  Service  as  a  priority  research  need. 

The  Massachusetts  Unit  is  working  to  determine  mortality  rates  of  Canada  goose  populations 
in  the  northeast  region.    Survival  rates  will  be  estimated  to  test  for  regional  differences  among 
migrant  and  resident  geese  and  to  test  for  population  level  effects  due  to  harvest  regulations. 

State  and  Federal  scientists  in  Maryland  are  working  to  establish  better  baseline  information 
on  amphibian  and  reptile  distribution  in  the  eastern  United  States  and  begin  work  on 
Chesapeake  Bay  management  needs. 

Integration  of  fragmented  data  on  fragile  coastal  long  leaf  pine  and  Green  Swamp  ecosystems 
is  occurring  in  North  Carolina. 

Arizona  is  involved  in  broadening  the  access  and  utility  of  their  Biodiversity  Team 
Assessment  Project  so  that  public  and  private  decision  makers  can  use  it  in  decision  making. 

California  scientists  are  involved  in  developing  the  California  Environmental  Resources 
Evaluation  System  (CERES)  designed  to  enhance  availability  of  technical  information  for 
parties  with  land  use  responsibility. 

Question:    If  these  funds  are  provided,  how  will  you  select  the  two  new  units? 

Answer;    States  will  be  asked  to  develop  information  packages  about  available 
facilities,  funding,  equipment,  university  course  offerings,  support  services,  etc.  that  would 
provide  the  local  cooperative  portion  of  the  unit  base  of  operations.   Those  that  are  judged  to 
be  of  highest  quality  for  support  of  research  and  training  programs  will  be  given  first  priority 
for  the  development  of  new  cooperative  units. 
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Facilities  Operations  and  Maintenance 

The  budget  request  for  this  account  recommends  a  reduction  of  $1.1  million  and  an  FTE 
reduction  of  14.    This  reflects  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  Patuxent  Environmental  Science 
Center  Visitor  Center  to  the  FWS.       Also  proposed  for  transfer  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  the  Fish  Farming  Station  in  Stuttgart,  Arkansas. 

Question:     I  assume  that  these  transfers  are  recommended  because  the  work  performed 
at  these  facilities  are  not  central  to  the  mission  of  NBS  is  that  correct? 

Answer:    Yes.    In  the  case  of  the  US  Department  of  the  Agriculture  (USDA,  the  move 
had  widespread  support  because  the  USDA  is  the  most  appropriate  Federal  agency  to  provide 
oversight  and  support  for  the  activities  conducted  at  this  lab  and  already  funds  part  of  the 
costs  of  the  work  conducted  there.    The  Patuxent  Analytical  Control  Facility  was  proposed  for 
transfer  because  its  primary  function  is  to  provide  service  to  FWS  regions. 

Question:    Were  adequate  funds  included  in  the  budgets  of  FWS  and  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  operate  these  facilities? 

Answer:    Yes.    Funding  was  transferred  at  its  FY  1995  level.    These  transfers  were 
coordinated  and  supported  by  each  receiving  bureau  and  are  reflected  in  their  FY  1996 
budgets. 

Question:    These  O  &  M  funds  are  necessary  to  manage  a  network  of  1 5  Research 
Centers,  88  field  stations  and  60  Cooperative  Research  Units.    How  many  of  these  facilities 
are  critical  to  the  core  mission  of  NBS?   Can  you  provide  for  the  record  a  list  of  each  facility/ 
office  in  priority  order  of  importance,  stating  the  mission,  number  of  FTE's,  the  date  it  was 
opened? 

Answer:    NBS  considers  all  of  the  research  centers,  field  stations,  and  cooperative 
research  units  to  be  critical  to  its  core  mission.   Therefore,  no  priority  has  been  assigned  on  a 
Center  or  Station  basis.    With  the  exception  of  the  new  cooperative  units,  all  of  the  other 
facilities  and  offices  were  in  existence  prior  to  the  formation  of  NBS.   These  facilities  and 
offices  were  considered  necessary  by  the  parent  bureaus  for  the  conduct  of  scientific  research 
and  technical  support  of  management  operations  and  functions.   Following  is  a  listing  of 
research  facilities  and  offices  providing  the  information  requested  on  missions,  personnel,  and 
other  data. 


630 


EASTERN   REGION 

PATUXENT  ENVraONMENTAL  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  David  L.  Trauger  Laurel,  Maryland 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  13,100,000 
FTE:  189 

Research  focuses  on  environmental  contaminants,  migratory  birds,  wetland  ecology, 
endangered  species,  nonindigenous  species,  and  urban  ecology  in  the  eastern  United  States. 
The  Center  is  also  responsible  for  curation  of  the  North  American  Vertebrate  Collections  at 
the  National  Museum  of  Natural  History  supported  by  expertise  in  vertebrate  systematics  and 
taxonomy.   Much  of  the  inventory  and  monitoring  work  of  NBS  is  collocated  at  Patuxent, 
including  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey  and  the  North  American  Bird  Banding  Laboratory.   The 
Center  was  established  in  1936. 

Field  Stations: 

Center    For   Urban  Ecology,    Washington,    D.C. 
Biological   Survey  Group,    Washington,    D.C. 
Maine   Research  Group,    Orono,    Maine 
Minnesota   Research  Group,    St.    Paul  Minnesota 

LEETOWN  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  James  Meade  Keameysville,  West  Virginia 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  8,400,00 
FTE:  110 

Research  at  the  Leetown  Center  integrates  laboratory  and  field  studies  on  important  aquatic 
ecosystems  in  the  eastern  United  States,  including:  ecology,  genetics,  population  dynamics, 
health,  and  restoration  of  declining  aquatic  species;  impacts  of  human  development  and  of 
acid  mine  drainage  on  aquatic  ecosystems  and  bioindicators  of  health  and  change  in 
freshwater  systems.    The  Center  provides  support  to  FWS,  NPS,  BIA  and  other  DOI  bureaus, 
as  well  as  to  State  and  private  resource  managers.   The  Center  was  established  in  1927. 

Field  Stations: 

Columbus    Field  Research   Station,    Columbus,    Ohio 

Monell   Field  Station,    Philadelphia,    Pennsylvania 

Conte  Anadromous   Fish  Research   Laboratory,    Turners   Falls,    Massachusetts 

Wellsboro  Research  and  Development   Lab.,    Wellsboro,    Pennsylvania 

Tunison  Laboratory  of  Aquatic  Science,    Cortland,    New  York 
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GREAT  LAKES  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  David  Walsh  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  6,700,000 
FTE:  107 

The  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  exists  to  meet  the  Nation's  needs  for  scientific  information 
for  restoring,  managing,  and  protecting  living  resources  and  their  habitats  in  the  Great  Lakes 
Basin.  This  mission  is  accomplished  through  long  term  ecological  studies  conducted  on  each 
of  the  Great  Lakes  by  the  Center's  research,  inventory  and  monitoring,  and  information 
transfer  programs.  This  Center  was  established  in  1927. 

Field  Stations; 

Lake  Erie  Biological  Station  and  Vessel  Base,  Sandusky,  Ohio 
Lake  Ontario  Biological  Station  and  Vessel  Base,  Oswego,  New  York 
Lake  Huron  Biological  Station  and  Vessel  Base,  Cheboygan,  Michigan 
Lake  Superior  Biological  Station  and  Vessel  Base,  Ashland,  Wisconsin 
Lake  Michigan  Biological  Station  and  Vessel  Base,  Saugatuck,  Michigan 
Hammond  Bay  Biological  Project,  Millersburg,  Michigan 
Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore,  Porter,  Indiana 
Pictured  Rocks  National  Lakeshore,  Munising,  Michigan 
Voyageurs  National  Park.  International  Falls,  Minnesota 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Directors:  Jan  Riffe  and  Robert  Delaney  LaCrosse,  Wisconsin 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  4,800,000 
FTE:  85 

NBS  merged  the  Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  in  Onalaska,  Wisconsin  with 
the  Upper  Mississippi  Science  Center  in  LaCrosse,  Wisconsin  into  one  science  center 
retaining  the  name  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  Science  Center.    The  mission  of  this  Center  is  to 
produce,  integrate,  and  transfer  information  needed  for  ecosystem-level  management  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  with  emphasis  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin.  This  Center  has 
an  international  reputation  of  excellence  for  development  and  registration  of  fishery  chemicals 
for  fish  culture  and  management  applications.  Center  staff  are  also  involved  in  long  term 
resource  monitoring  programs  for  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  and  ecological,  toxicological, 
physiological,  and  chemical  research  in  field  and  laboratory  at  several  scales  from  lakes  to 
microcosms.     This  center  was  established  in  1959. 
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NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  HEALTH  CENTER 

Director:  Milton  Friend  Madison,  Wisconsin 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  4,200,000 
FTE:  65 

This  Center  is  a  major  focal  point  for  information,  technical  assistance,  and  research  on 
national  and  international  wildlife  health  issues.    Specifically,  Center  scientists  monitor 
diseases  of  wildlife  and  assess  the  impact  of  disease  on  wildlife  populations,  defme  ecological 
relationships  leading  to  the  occurrence  of  disease,  transfer  technology  for  disease  prevention 
and  control,  and  provide  guidance,  training,  and  on-site  assistance  for  reducing  wildlife  losses 
when  and  where  outbreaks  occur  throughout  the  United  States.    The  Center  was  established  in 
1975. 

Field  Station; 

Honolulu   Field   Station,    Honolulu,    Hawaii 

SOUTHERN   REGION 

SOUTHEASTERN  BIOLOGICAL  SCIENCE  CE^f^ER 

Director:  James  E.  Weaver  Gainesville,  Florida 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  8,700,000 
FTE:  116 

The  Southeastern  Center  uses  the  diverse  expertise  of  its  staff  and  partners  to  provide 
scientific  understanding  and  technology  needed  to  conserve  and  manage  biological  resources 
in  the  southeastern  United  States.    The  Center  provides  a  critical  mass  of  expertise  in  fish 
culture,  stream  ecology,  and  non-native  fishes,  and  is  working  with  partners  to  address  urgent 
needs  in  South  Florida  Ecosystem  and  the  Caribbean  Basin.  This  Center  was  established  in 
1983. 

Field  Stations; 

Athens   Field  Station,    Athens,    Georgia 

National   Fish  Hatchery  and  Tech.    Center,    San  Marcos,    Texas 

Sirenia   Project,    Gainesville,    Florida 

South   Florida   Field  Station,    Miami,    Florida 

Everglades   National   Park   Field  Station,    Florida 

Fish   Fanning  Experimental   Laboratory,    Stuttgart,    Alaska 

Southern  .^palachian   Field  Station,    Knoxville,    Tennessee 

Auburn   Field  Station,    Auburn,    Alabama 

Padre   Island  National   Seashore,    Texas 

Puerto  Rico   Field  Station,    Palmer,    Puerto  Rico 

Southeastern   Fish  Culture   Laboratory,    Marion,    Alabama 

Clemson   Field  Station,    Georgia 

Big  Cypress   National   Preserve   Station,    Ochopee,    Florida 

Caribbean-Virgin   Islands   Field  Station,    St.    Johns,    Virgin   Islands 


SOUTHERN  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Director:  Robert  E.  Stewart  Lafayette,  Louisiana 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  8,900,000 
FTE:  104 

This  Center  provides  national  leadership  in  biological  research  and  development   related  to 
protecting,  restoring,  and  managing  natural  resources,  with  emphasis  on  fish,  wildlife,  and 
wetlands  in  the  South    The  Center  has  a  national  reputation  for  its  large  coastal  habitat  data 
base,  use  of  state-of-the-art  technologies  especially  in  spatial  analysis  and  landscape 
ecosystem  modeling,  emphasis  on  habitat   responsiveness  to  emerging  issues,  partnerships 
with  the  oil  and  gas  and  timber  industries,  and  involvement  in  information  transfer  and 
technical  assistance.    This  Center  started  as  the  Coastal  Ecosystem  Team  in  1974,  received  a 
research  mission  in  1985,  and  relocated  to  Lafayette  in  1992. 

Field  Stations: 

Corpus   Christi    Field  Station,    Corpus   Christi,    Texas 
Vicksburg    Field   Station,    Vicksburg,    Mississippi 
Brazos   Field   Station,    College   Station,    Texas 

MIDCONTINENT    REGION 

MIDCONTINENT    ECOLOGICAL    SCIENCE    CENTER 

Director:  Rey  Stendel!  Fort  Collins,  Colorado 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  15,193,000 
FTE:  168 

The  Center  conducts  research  and  develops  technologies  to  improve  the  understanding  and 
management  of  biological  systems  from  species  to  ecosystems  in  the  interior  western  United 
States.  The  Center  also  conducts  inventory  and  monitoring  programs  for  the  accurate 
assessment  of  status  and  trends  of  living  resources  and  provides  information,  technical 
assistance,  and  training  related  to  management  of  biological  resources.   This  center  was 
established  in  1975.  '^ 

Field  Stations: 

Canyon   Lands    Field   Station,    Moab,    Utah 
St.    George   Field   Station,    St.    George,    Utah 
Bozeman   Field  Station,    Bozeman,    Montana 
Las   Vegas    Field   Station,    Las   Vegas,    Nevada 
Riverside    Field   Station,    Riverside,    California 
Colorado   Plateau   Field   Station,    Flagstaff,    Arizona 
Albuquerque   Field  Station,    Albuquerque,    New  Mexico 
Bandelier   Field  Station,    Bandelier,    New  Mexico 
Air  Quality   Field   Station,    Denver,    Colorado 
Water   Resources    Field  Station,    Denver,    Colorado 
Glacier   Field   Station,    Montana 
Yellowstone   Field   Station,    Wyonaing 
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MIDWEST  8CIEMCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  Wilbur  Mauck  Columbia,  Missouri 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  5,768,000 

FTE:.101 

This  Center  provides  leadership  for  determining  existing  and  potential  effects  of  toxic 
materials  and  other  stressors  on  aquatic  ecosystems.    Nationally  recognized  for  their  expertise 
in  ecotoxicology  and  environmental  chemistry,  Center  staff  also  conduct  aquatic  ecological 
investigations  and  monitoring  programs  to  evaluate  effects  of  a  broad  range  of  stressors  on 
large  river  ecosystems  in  the  Midcontinent  region.  This  Center  was  established  in  1959. 

Field  Stations; 

Jackson   Field   Station,    Jackson,    Wyoming 
Yankton   Field  Station,    Yankton,    South   Dakota 

NORTHERN  PRAIRIE  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Director:  Ronald  E.  Kirby  Jamestown,  North  Dakota 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  3,934,000 
FTE:  68 

Northern  Prairie  scientists  conduct  research  on  the  ecological  requirements  of  wildlife 
populations  of  interior  grasslands  and  prairie  wetlands  of  the  United  States.    They  also 
inventory  and  monitor  the  distribution  of  flora  and  fauna  to  determine  changes  resulting  from 
habitat  loss  and  modification  of  natural  and  agricultural    ecosystems  to  provide  technical 
information  and  assistance  to  resource  managers.    This  Center  was  established  in  1963. 

Field  Stations: 

Woodworth   Field  Station,    Woodworth,    North   Dakota 

Central   Plains/Ozark   Plateau   Field   Station,    Columbia,      Missouri 
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WESTERN  REGION 

FOREST  AND  RANGELAND  ECOSYSTEM  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Director:  Michael  Collopy  Corvallis,  Oregon 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  5,984,000 

FTE:27 

This  Center  was  established  to  consolidate  research,  formerly  conducted  by  several  Interior 
bureaus,  in    management  of  Northwest  forests,  assessment  of  rangeland  quality,  evaluation  of 
wildlife-habitat  relationships,  and  ecosystem  analysis  and  model.    This  center  was  established  in 
1991. 

Field  Stations; 

Olympic  National  Park  Field  Station,  Port  Angeles,  Washington 
Northwest  Research  Station,  Corvallis,  Oregon 

CALIFORNIA  PACIFIC  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  Anne  Kinsinger  Davis,  California 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  4,037,000 
FTE:  71 

The  California  Center,  composed  of  mini-centers  of  expertise  located  throughout  the   State, 
works  with  its  partners  to  ensure  the  availability  of  the  scientific  information  and 
technologies  needed  to  manage  California's  diverse  ecological  resources.    Research  is 
conducted  on  important  species  and  ecosystems,  from  deserts  and  central  valley  wetlands  to 
coastal  sage  communities  and  nearshore  marine  areas.    This  Center  was  established  in  1994. 

ri«ld  3t*!bi.ons: 

Dixon  Fielcl  Station,  Dixon,  California 

Channel  Islands  Field  Station,  Ventura,  California 

Point  Reyfes  Field  Station,  Point  Reyes,  California 

Universi^  of  California,  Davis,  California 

Piedras  E^j^cas  Field  Station,  San  Simeon,  California 

Santa  Ci?Jz"Field  Station,  Santa  Cruz,  California 

Sequoia  and  Kings  Canyon  Field  Station,  California 

Yosemite  Field  Station,  Yosemite  National  Park,  California 

Golden  Gate  Field  Station,  San  Francisco,  California 

Redwood  Field  Station,  Redwood  National  Park,  California 

San  Diego  Field  Station,  San  Diego,  California 

Kern  Field  Station,  Fresno,  California 
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ALASKA  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Director:  A.  William  Palmisano  Anchorage,  Alaska 

FY  1995  Budget;  $  7,700,000 
FTE:  102 

The  Alaska  Center  plans  and  conducts  field  and  laboratory  research  on  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  in  Alaskan  habitats  and  other  circumpolar  ecosystems.    Center  scientists  study 
ecosystems  within  many  National  Parks  and  Wildlife  Refuges,  marine  mammals,  anadromous 
fish,   and  waterfowl,  seabirds,   and  other  migratory  birds.   The  Center  serves  as  a  focal  point 
for  coordination  with  other  Department  of  the  Interior  bureaus  as  well  as  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies  in  Alaska.   This  Center  was  established  in  1985  from  a  core  of  scientists  that 
had  been  working  in  Alaska  since  the  early  1970's. 

Field  stations: 

Glacier   Bay  National   Park   Field   Station,    Alaska 
Denali   National    Park   Field   Station,    Alaska 
Wrangell-St.    Elias   National    Park   Field  Station,    Alaska 
Kodiak   National   Wildlife   Refuge    Field   Station,    Alaska 
Katmai   Field   Station 
Fairbanks    Field  Station,    Fairbanks,    Alaska 

NORTHWEST   BIOLOGICAL    SCIENCE    CENTER 

Acting  Director:  Allan  Marmelstein  Seattle,  Washington 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  2,960,000 
FTE:  105 

This  Center  is  nationally  and  internationally  recognized  for  research  on  diseases  of  Pacific 
salmon  and  related  species.    It  also  conducts  research  on  the  biology  and  ecology  of  riverine 
and  aquatic  ecosystems  to  identify  and  measure  environmental  factors  limiting  the 
distribution  and  abundance  of  fish  populations  of  the  western  United  States,  with  emphasis 
on  anadromous  fishes.    Much  of  this  work  is  done  under  reimbursable  agreements  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
A  major  objective  of  the  Center's  research  is  to  provide  relevant  biological  information  to 
enhance  consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife  values  in  resolving  land  and  water  use  conflicts. 
It  is  a  leader  in  the  development  of  molecular  biological  tools  for  natural  resource 
management.    This  center  was  established  1934. 

Field  stations: 

Columbia  River  Field  Station,  Cook,  Washington 
Reno  Field  Station,  Reno,  Nevada 
Marrowstone  Island  Field  Station,  Washington 
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PACIFIC  ISLANDS  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Acting  Director:  James  Jacobi  Hawaii  Volcanoes  National  Park.  Hawaii 

FY  1995  Budget:  $  2,380,000 
FTE:  22 

Staff  at  this  Center  work  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  as  well  as  private 
organizations  to  provide  objective  research,    baseline  information,  and  technical  assistance 
relating  to  the  indigenous  biological  resources  found  throughout  the  State  of  Hawaii  and 
other  Pacific  Island  Nations  under  U.S.  jurisdiction.  This  Center  was  established  in  1994  by 
consolidating  field  stations  established  in  the  1960's,  1970's,  and  1980's. 

Facility  Collocation 

The  96  budget  justification  mentions  merging  the  Environmental  Management  Technical 
Center  in  Wisconsin  with  the  Upper  Mississippi  Science  Center  also  in  Wisconsin.    In  fact, 
these  two  centers  are  located  within  five  miles  of  each  other  and  have  highly  complementary 
missions  and  programs. 

Question:    How  long  have  these  facilities  been  in  operation  and  which  Interior 
bureaus  were  they  part  of  assuming  they  were  in  existence  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
NBS'' 

Answer:    The  Upper  Mississippi  Science  Center  has  been  in  existence  for  a  number 
of  decades.    It  was  part  of  Region  8  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  the  LaCrosse 
Fisheries  Center.    The  Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  (EMTC)  was 
established  in  the  1980's  under  Region  3  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.    It  is  a  cooperative 
effort  with  the  US   Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  States.    The  formation  of  the  NBS 
provided  the  opportunity  of  combining  them. 

Question:    Can  you  explain  why  two  such  facilities  with  similar  missions  were 
established  in  such  close  proximity? 

Answer:     Prior  to  the  formation  of  NBS,  the  missions  of  these  two  facilities  were 
different.    Originally  the  LaCrosse  Center  conducted  only  laboratory  research  focused 
primarily  on  development  and  testing  of  chemicals  used  in  fisheries  management  and 
aquaculture.    The  EMTC  was  established  to  provide  technical  assistance  focus  related  to  the 
ecology  and  resource  management  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin. 

Question:  Have  you,  as  part  of  the  Vice  President's  streamlining  initiative,  examined 
each  facility/office  throughout  the  NBS  system  to  determine  whether  this  type  of  duplication 
of  mission  or  proximity  exists? 

Answer:    A  preliminary  analysis  of  the  entire  field  structure  of  the  NBS  was  made 
and  is  reflected  in  our  current  structure.    We  will  be  able  to  conduct  an  extensive  analysis  of 
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our  field  structure  once  our  long  term  Science  Plan  has  been  completed.   The  plan  is  being 
developed  with  the  science/academic  community,  and  our  private  sector  partners. 

Question:    If  you  have  not  conducted  such  an  audit  do  you  intend  to  do  so? 

Answer:    Yes,  see  answer  above. 

Question:    Your  budget  includes  operating  costs  associated  with  a  new  administrative 
center  for  the  Pacific  Islands  Science  Center.    NBS  now  has  over  163  centers,  field  stations 
and  coop  units.    The  Committee  is  likely  to  receive  an  allocation  far  below  the  95  enacted 
level.    It  seems  that  the  NBS  continues  to  grow.    Why  can't  the  existing  units  provide  the 
needed  administrative  support  for  the  Pacific  Islands? 

Answer:    It  was  more  practical  to  provide  this  support  for  this  remote  unit  through  a 
collocated  administrative  element.   The  Hawaiian  Islands  has  one  of  the  most  complex 
ecosystems  in  the  world.    We  established  this  center  to  provide  a  focus  for  our  work  in  this 
unique  ecological  setting. 

Question:    The  NBS  budget  mentions  establishing  two  new  Centers  without  Walls. 
Again,  with  so  many  existing  units  why  are  these  centers  necessary? 

Answer:    The  new  "Centers  without  Walls"    reorganized  existing  field  stations  into  a 
cohesive  management  structure.    For  example  in  California,  our  previous  structure  had  ten 
different  reporting  lines  of  authority.    Realignment  of  field  stations  improves  communication 
between  research  scientists  and  managers  within  a  specific  geographical  area  and  makes 
administration  more  effective  and  efficient. 

Question:    What  are  the  exact  costs  associated  with  these  two  Centers? 

Answer:    A  breakdown  of  the  cost  for  the  two  Centers,  absorbed  within  NBS'  present 
funding,  is  provided  below: 

California  and  Hawaii  "Centers  Witliout  Walls"  FY  1995  Funding 
(dollars  in  tbousandt) 

California: 

Facility  Operations  246 

Program  Funding  3,744 

Facility  Maintenance  47 

Subtotal  4,037 
Hawaii: 

Facility  Operations  309 

Program  Funding  2,028 

Facility  Maintenance  45 

Subtotal  2,382 


Total  Funding 


$6,419 
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Administration 

Question:  Your  FY  1995  plans  state  that  administrative  services  procured  from  other 
agencies  will  be  reviewed  and  the  potential  for  additional  savings  will  be  evaluated.  How 
many  agencies  provide  administrative  services  to  NBS  and  under  what  circumstances? 

Answer:     Currently,  we  purchase  our  fmancial  information  and  IRM  support  from  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  both  the  regional  and  central  offices    In  addition,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  provides  regional  support  to  our  centers  and  field  stations  for  procurement, 
personnel,  and  engineering.    Our  Federal  Payroll  and  Personnel  System  is  purchased  from  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.    By  sharing  these  services,  NBS  has  not  had  to  spend  considerable 
funds  by  investing  in  an  independent  fmancial  system,  space,  and  additional  support  staff.    In 
a  continuing  effort  to  keep  administrative  services  costs  at  a  minimum,  we  are  in  the  process 
of  reviewing  proposals  from  three  interior  bureaus  to  purchase  fmancial  management  services 
from  their  bureaus  in  a  franchising  arrangement. 

Question:    Are  there  still  vacancies  at  the  regional  director  and  assistant  regional 
director  level? 

Answer:  All  personnel  appointments  have  been  made  for  Regional  Directors.  Other 
staff  and  personnel  decisions  are  in  the  process  of  being  made. 

Question:    Your  budget  justification  describes  "small"  regional  offices  beginning 
operations  in  FY  95.   What  do  you  mean  by  small  regional  offices  are  these  different  than 
regional  offices? 

Answer:    NBS  will  have  only  four  regional  offices.   The  characterization  of  "small"  in 
relation  to  regional  offices  refers  to  the  size  of  the  staff  assigned  to  each  location  as 
compared  to  regional  offices  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Park  Service. 

Question:    Listed  in  your  accomplishments  for  FY  94  is  preparation  of  250  foreign 
travel  vouchers  and  75  Embassy  authorization  cables  for  the  State  Department.    Can  you 
explain  why  NBS  would  be  involved  with  foreign  travel  vouchers  and  Embassy  authorization 
cables? 

Answer;     NBS  cooperates  with  international  programs  of  other  Department  of  Interior 
bureaus  to  facilitate  additional  opportunities  to  strengthen  the  knowledge  and  management 
capabilities  of  conservation  and  sustainable  resource  use.      NBS  personnel  conduct  foreign 
travel  to  support  cooperative  activities  with  other  countries  to: 

•  Obtain,  manage,  and  share  data  and  information 

•  Develop  and  standardize  methodologies 

•  Provide  training  and  technical  collaboration  to  strengthen  mutual  scientific  and 
conservation  capabilities 


90-565  0-95-21 
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•       Support  implementation  of  U.S.  responsibilities  under  international  conventions  and 
agreements,  and  U.S.  participation  in  cooperative  international  programs  and  networks 
relating  to  biological  conservation 

These  activities  include  participation  in  field  studies,  meetings,  conferences,  symposia  and 
workshops  on  issues  relating  to  NBS  missions  and  programs.    In  conducting  these  activities, 
the  NBS  emphasizes  exchanges  with  nations  that  share  biological  resources  with  the  United 
States,  have  similar  ecosystems,  or  can  help  address  important  conservation  issues  of  concern 
to  the  United  States. 

The  Department  of  State  requires  Federal  agencies  to  obtain  their  approval  prior  to  initiation 
of  foreign  travel,  including  approval  by  the  U.S.  embassy  in  the  country  involved.   The  NBS 
International  Affairs  Office  is  responsible  for  preparing  and  transmitting  to  the  Department  of 
State  the  text  for  cables  used  to  obtain  the  necessary  clearances  for  its  travelling  scientists. 

Question:    Why  do  you  consider  the  preparation  of  these  documents  an 
accomplishment? 

Answer:    Foreign  travel  documentation  prepared  by  NBS  program  offices,  including 
associated  trip  reports  prepared  by  NBS  specialists  following  completion  of  foreign  travel, 
provides  essential  records  of  the  results  and  accomplishments  of  international  exchanges. 
Preparation  of  this  documentation  is  an  important  component  of  NBS  international  activities, 
which  we  feel  can  be  appropriately  considered  as  a  program  accomplishment  and  a 
measurable  workload  factor. 

Question:    Please  provide  the  Committee  with  the  specifics  on  each  of  the  travel 
vouchers  including  who  traveled,  how  much  was  spent  and  for  what  purpose? 

Answer:    The  following  tables  document,  in  order  by  fiscal  quarter,  the  names  of  the 
NBS  travellers,  purpose  of  each  trip,  countries  visited,  approximate  dates  of  travel,  and  NBS 
expenditures  for  FY  94. 
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NaUoul  BMoficil  Service 

UtfraaUaMl  Tnvd 

FlratQuaitcr 

Octokcr  I    Dicmbcr  31, 1994 


COUNTRY 

TRAVELERS  NAME 

START  DATE 

END  DATE 

OF  TRAVEL 

OF  TRAVEL 

Chins 

James  0.  Williams 

lOM/93 

10/31/93 

Swiuerland 

John  D.  Buffinflton 

10/8/93 

10/17/93 

Switzerland 

Donald  MacLauchlan 

10/8/93 

10/17/93 

China 

Boyle  E   Kynard 

10/10/93 

10/31/93 

Mexico 

Susan  Finger 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

David  L,  Galat 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

Rot>ert  S.  Carr 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

Dianna  Papoullas 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

Laverne  Cleveland 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

Denny  R.  Buckler 

10/10/93 

10/24/93 

Mexico 

Donald  Tlllitt 

10/10/93 

10/17/93 

Canada 

Harold  L.  Kincaid 

10/11/93 

10/17/93 

Paraguay 

Norman  J.  Scon,  Jr. 

10/15/93 

11/30/93 

Ecuador 

Thomas  H.  Frlns 

10/17/93 

11/7/93 

Russia 

J.  Christian  Franson 

10/18/93 

11/6/93 

Sweden 

Donald  E.  Tlllitt 

10/18/93 

10/27/93 

Ireland 

J.  Larry  Ludke 

10/22/93 

10/30/93 

Mexico 

Lorl  A.  Johnson 

10/26/93 

11/1/93 

Mexico 

Marcia  H.  Wilson 

11/3/93 

11/24/93 

Mexico 

Chandler  S.  Robbins 

11/3/93 

11/24/93 

Mexico 

Daniel  J.  Twedt 

11/4/93 

11/8/93 

France 

Dr   James  R.  WInton 

11/26/93 

1 2/5/93 

Canada 

Barnett  A.  Rattner 

11/30/93 

1 2/2/93 

Switzerland 

Jill  Baron 

12/1/93 

1 2/5/93 

Russia 

James  E.  Weaver 

12/2/93 

12/13/93 

Australia 

Thomas  H    Fritts 

1 2/1 3/93 

1/30/94 

Australia 

Todd  C.  Esque 

1 2/23/93 

1/25/94 

Australia 

Or.  Gordon  Rodda 

12/27/93 

1/26/94 

NBS 

JUSTIFICATION  FOR  TRAVEL  TOTAL  $ 

Provide  sturgeon  research  and  obtain  mussel  info  $1 1 ,875 

IGC  Biodiversity  Convention  $6,590 

Conservation  objectives  $875 

Provide  radio  telemetry  training  &  sturgeon  research  $10,043 

Cooperative  research  on  v^retland  ecosystems  $5,170 

Cooperative  research  on  wetland  ecosystems  $4,764 

Cooperative  research  on  wetland  ecosystems  $5,328 

Cooperative  research  on  wetland  ecosystems  $4,018 

Cooperative  research  on  wetland  ecosystems  $4,761 

Cooperative  research  project  $5,31 1 

Cooperative  research  project  $3,009 

Atlantic  Salmon  Fed.  Genetics  Research  Meeting  $2,959 

Field  work  on  lizards  $12,900 

Darwin  Foundation  and  Galapagos  NP  joint  meeting  $4,257 

Investigate  Saiga  antelope  diseases  $8,825 

Reproduction  Disturbances  in  Fish  wkshp.  $4,942 

ICES  meeting  $6,136 

Present  wetland  paper  $1,238 

Neotrop.  Mig.  Brd  Symposium,  conduct  research  $7,657 

Neotrop.  Mig.  Brd  Symposium,  conduct  research  $8,157 

Conservation  of  Neotropical  Migrants  workshop  $1,675 

Fish  Disease  Commission  delegate  $3,01 1 

Present  ecotoxicology  results  $2, 1 35 

Int.  Geo/Biosphere  Programme  (IGBP)  wkshp.  S2,1 13 

Ichthyology  and  Aquaculture  coop,  research  $6,460 

Attend  World  Congress  of  Herpetology  $20,235 

Attend  World  Congress  of  Herpetology  $4,265 

Attend  World  Congress  of  Herpetology  $11,113 


$169,822 
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Nitloiul  Blologtcil  Survey 

Intcrrutjoiu]  Travel 

Second  Quarter 

January  1  -  March  31, 1994 


START  DATE  END  DATE  NBS 

TRAVELERS  NAM  OF  TRAVEL  OF  TRAVEL  JUSTIFICATION  FOR  TRAVEL  TOTAL  $ 

Provide  training  to  faculty  of  Wildlife  Institute  of  India  in 

LeeFoote                        1/8/94             3/1/94       wetland  ecology  and  management  $9,405 

Participate  in  conference,  "Bndging  Borders  A  Cross  Border 
Exchange"  sponsored  by  International  Sonoran  Desert 

Alliance  and  Regional  Government  and  Pnvate  entities  $1 ,478 

To  examine  nongame  bird  nesting  porductivity  $7,940 
To  present  invited  paper  on  NPS  Globial  Change  Research 

Program  $2,080 

Research  vmld  geese  $8,967 

Research  wild  geese  $6,025 

Conduct  sampling  of  winter  bird  populations  in  various 

habitat  classification  types,  provide  training  for  Guatemalan 

students  in  techniques  for  sampling  bird  populations  $6,740 

Study  sea  otter  abundance  $6,400 

Present  Atialone  paper  $7,748 

Satellite  telemetry  $9,898 

Research  species  distnbutlon  $6, 1 88 

Mangrove  Ecology  Course  $2,990 

Consult  With  Sirenia  Project  personnel  on  mutual  research 

concems,  present  a  papaer  on  the  status  and  conservation 

of  manatees  in  West  Afnca,  and  assist  with  a  training 

workshop  on  sirenian  research  methods  $2,000 

Attend  North  Amehcan  Migration  Monitonng  Program  $997 

ICES  workshop  on  genetics  $3,896 

Consult  with  Sirenia  Project  personnel  on  mutual  research 

conerns:  present  a  papaer,  participate  in  a  meeting  of  the 

Manatee  Aerial  Survey  Wortting  Group  $3,000 

FAO  consultancy;  provide  information  and  recommendations 
to  fishery  specialists  and  managers  of  Chile  concerning 

control  of  fish  diseases  in  cultured  Pacific  salmon  $27,386 

Release  captive-reared  parrots  $4,380 

Conference  ICES  on  manne  sediments  $S,817 

Study  Aquatic  Insects  $8,027 

Cooperative  bear  research  $16,599 

Research  Parrot  Ecology  $1 .900 

Meet  With  Russians  to  evaluate  antelope  issues  $4,800 

Study  herpetofaunas  $7,977 

Conference  SURGE  $1,250. 

Conference  SURGE  $1,868 

S1M,7Se 


Mexico 

William  P  Gregg 

1/13/94 

1/15/94 

France 

Thomas  E  Martin 

1/15/94 

2/14/94 

Canada 

Comanor,  Peter  L 

1/17/94 

1/20/94 

Japan 

John  Y  Takekawa 

1/19/94 

2J9/94 

Japan 

Dennis  L  Orthmeye 

1/19/94 

2/9/94 

Guatemala/Mexi 

CO 

Bartjara  A  Dowell 

1/30/94 

2/27/94 

Russia 

Glenn  VanBlaricom 

1/30/94 

3/1/94 

Tasmania 

Gary  E  Davis 

2/2/94 

2/4/94 

Namibia 

David  H  Ellis 

2/3/94 

2/27/94 

Peru 

Steve  W  Gotte 

2/5/94 

315194 

Mexico 

Richard  H  Day 

2/8/94 

2/16/94 

England 

James  A  Powell 

3/5/94 

3/20/94 

Canada 

Sam  Droege 

3/7/94 

3«/94 

Denmark 

Harold  L  Kincaid 

3/8/94 

3/11/94 

Australia 

Helene  Marsh 

3/9/94 

3/18/94 

Chile 

Ronald  J  Pascho 

3/12/94 

4/2/94 

Dominican 

Joseph  M  Meyers 

3/14/94 

3/28/94 

France 

Robert  S  Carr 

3/18/94 

3/27/94 

Guyana 

Sue  A  Perry 

3/19/94 

4/10/94 

Russia 

Gerald  W  Gamer 

3/24/94 

5/1 4«4 

Guatemala 

James  W  Wiley 

3/25/94 

4/10/94 

Russia 

Frederick  G 

3125194 

4/10/94 

Guyana 

Robert  Reynolds 

3/28/94 

4/17/94 

Canada 

Charles  J  Deutsch 

3/30/94 

4/4/94 

Canada 

Cathenne  Langtimm 

3/30/94 

4/4/94 
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National  Biological  Srrrin 
Intrmatioiial  Trvvd 

Third  Quarter 
April  I     June  30,  1994 


START  DATE  END  DATE 
TRAVELERS  NAME   OF  TRAVEL  OF  TRAVEL  JUSTIFICATION  FOR  TRAVEL 


Israel 

Egypt 

Belgium  and 

Germany. 

Canada 

Mexico 


Sweden 
Canada 

Russia 

Australia 

Australia 


England 
England 

Spain 

Mexico 

Mexico 


Russia 
Russia 


Mexico 
Argentina 


Fuller,  Mark  R. 
Nick  C  Parker 

B  TNjmas  Johnson 
John  D.  Butfington 

Edward  E  Little 


4/2/94 
4/4/94 

4/8/94 
4/8/94 


Present  invited  paper  and  participate  in  the  Bird  Migration 
Conference  sponsored  by  the  Society  for  Protection  of 

4/10/94      Nature  in  Israel 

Technical  evaluation  of  the  "Pond  Dynamic/ Aquaculture 

4/10/94      Collaborative  Research  in  Egypt 


4/20/94 
4/1  7/94 


Diana  K  Nicks 

Am/94 

4/23«4 

Dwyer,  F.  James  III 

4/10/94 

4/14/94 

Galat,  David  L. 

4/10/94 

4/22/94 

Anderson,  David  R. 

4/14/94 

5/8/94 

Burnham,  Kenneth  P. 

4/14/94 

5/18/94 

Michael  A.  Ruggiero  4/15/94  4/21/94 

Sam  W.  Droege  4/24/94  4/29/94 

Mercedes  S.  Foster  4/25/94  4/30/94 

Mark  R.  Fuller  4/25/94  4/30/94 

PhilJ.  Zwank  4/26/94  5/1/94 

Diana  Papoulias  4/28/94  5/1/94 


Julie  A  Ediund  4/30/94  9/20/94 

J.  Christian  Franson  5/1/94  5/30/94 


Gwendolyn  Williams  5/8/94  5/10/94 

TerancB  P,  Boyte  5/1 3/94  5/24/94 


Poland 

David  M.  Leslie 

5/14/94 

5/26/94 

Alexander  Zaie 

5/16/94 

6/6/94 

Michael  L.  Sestak 

5/16/94 

6/23/94 

Russis 

Allen  Riebau 

5/16/94 

6/30/94 

NBS 
TOTAL  $ 


$4,510 
$4,280 

$6,066 
$6,960 


Howard  Ginsberg 


Attend  4th  SETAC  Europe  Cor>gress  and  present  invited  paper 

Represent  Interior  at  the  Intergovernmental  Meeting  of 

Scientific  Experts  on  Biologtcat  Diversity 

To  serve  as  co-chairman  of  the  4th  ASTM  Symposium  on 

Environmental  Toxicology  and  Risk  Assessment  and  to  do  two 

presentations  $2,481 

To  obtain  information  by  observation,  discussion  and  direct 

participation  on  a  technique  to  study  early  life  stages  mortality  in 

fishes,  $5,160 

To  chair  a  session  at  the  ASTM  Symposium  and  present  a 

platform  paper,  $2,558 

Conduct  cooperative  research  on  fish  habitat  in  Volga 

River  and  prepare  manuscript  for  joint  Russia/USA 

submission  to  International  Symposium  on  Restoration  of        $4,280 

Invited  presentation  of  workshop  titled  "Design  and 

Analysis  of  Distance  Sampling  Data"  $5,171 

Invited  presentation  of  workshop  titled  "Design  and 

Analysis  of  Distance  Sampling  Data"  $4,557 

To  attend  meetings  of  UNESCO-MAB  working  group  on 

Biosphere  Reserve  Integrated  Monitoring  program  and 

planning  group  on  1995  Biosphere  Reserve  World 

Conference  $3,192 

To  represent  the  NBS  and  U.S.  workshop  funded  by  UNEP 

to  develop  a  global  biodiversity  assessment.   Our  group 

will  be  writing  the  section  on  inventory  and  monitoring 

global  biodiversity.  $2,705 

To  attend  United  Nations  Environmental  Program 

workshop  on  Global  Biodiversity  Assessment.  $4,142 

To  discuss  issues  and  research  about  the  potential  effects 

of  energy  generating  wind  turbines  on  bird  behavior  and 

population  dynamics.  $4,563 

Attend  and  present  papers  at  6th  U.S. /Mexico  Border 

States  Conference  $2,053 

To  attend  the  6th  U.S. /Mexico  Border  States  Conference 

on  Recreation,  Parks  and  Wildlife.  $1,616 

Conduct  cooperative  seabird  research  with  the  Institute  of 

Biological  Problems  of  the  North  Russian  Academy  of  Sciences      $4,909 

Research  wildlife  disease  issues  $1 1,206 

To  accompany  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the 

binational  commission  and  provide  staff  support  on  the 

National  Biological  Survey's  Lower  Rio  Grande  project.  $1,366 

Attendance  at  the  International  Symposium  'Risk  Analysis 

and  Remediation  of  River  Valleys"  $4,000 

Participate  as  U.S.  delegate  with  National  Academy  of 

Sciences  and  Polish  Academy  of  Sciences  in  workshop 

entitled  "Conservation  of  Biodiversity  in  Transboundary 

Protected  Areas"  $4,500 

Participate  in  research  on  larval  fish  assemblages  in  the 

Danut>e  Delta  as  part  of  the  National  Academy  of 

Sciences  Romanian  Twinning  Program  $5,367 

Installation  of  new  aerometric  station  and  upgrade  of 

existing  stations  $8,874 

Installation  of  new  aerometric  station  and  upgrade  of 

existir>g  stations  $10,059 

To  attervl  a  conference  on  "Ecosystem  Monitoring  and 

Protected  Areas"  and  to  present  a  paper  on  'Monitoring 

the  Invetrebrate  Fauna  of  Acadia  National  Park,  Maine,  $1,908 
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NaUonal  Biological  Service 

Intenutlonal  Travel 

Thlni  Quarter 

April  I  -  June  30.  1994 


START  DATE    END  DATE 


COUNTRY 

TRAVELER'S  NAME 

OF  TRAVEL 

OF  TRAVE 

Russia 

David  L  Boyd 

5/22/94 

8/1/94 

Russia 

Daniel  Ester 

5/22/94 

8/1/94 

Russia 

JohnM  Pearce 

5/22/94 

8/1/94 

Norway 

Carl  B.  Schrecic 

5/24/94 

6/9/94 

Costa  Rica 

Virginia  Garrison 

5/26/94 

6/27/94 

Mongolia  David  H.  Ellis 


Norway 
Switzerland  . 

David  R.  Anderson 

Spain.  France, 

Germany. 

Denmark, 

Sweden,  Finland. 

Poland 

Richard  A  Maleckr 

Tahiti  (Frrench 

Polynesia) 

Arthur  C-  Medelros 

France 

Judd  A.  Howell 

Belgium  and 

Germany 

Milton  Friend 

Canada- 

Christopher  J.  Brand 

Canada 

J.  Christian  Franson 

Canada 
Canada 


J.  Howard  Kerby 
Dena  M.  Gadomski 


Dean  E.  Biggins 


5/26/94 


Russia  Denny  Buckler  5/27/94 

Canada  Verdel  K.  Dawson  5/31/94 


James  D.  Parrish 
William  Gingerich 
Norman  J.  Scott 
Mercedes  S.  Foster 
Kenneth  P.  Burnham 


6/5/94 

6/18/94 

6/7/94 

6/12/94 

6/7/94 

6/1 9/94 

6/7/94 

6/12/94 

6/9/94 

6/20/94 

6/9/94 

6/20/94 

6/10/94 
6/16/94 

6/19/94 

6/19/94 

6/19/94 


6/1 9/94 
6/25/94 


6/24/94 
7/2/94 

6/23/94 

6/23/94 

6/23/94 


6/25/94 
7/1/94 


To  participate  in  a  cooperative  study  of  spectacled  elder 
breeding  ecology  on  the  Indigrika  river  Delta.  Yakutsk,  Russia 

To  participate  in  a  cooperative  study  of  spectacled  eider 
breeding  ecology  on  the  Indigrika  River  Delta.  Yakutsk.  Russia 

To  participate  in  a  cooperative  study  of  spectacled  eider 
breeding  ecology  on  the  Indigrika  river  Delta,  Yakutsk,  Russia 
Outside  reviewer  of  salmon  stress  research  project  at 
University  of  Oslo 
Inventory  fish  at  Isia  del  Coco  National  Park;  assist  in 


Ulaanbaatar.  Mongolia.  Follow  the  long  distance 
migrations  of  large  eagles  from  Mongolia  to  wintering 


fishes  exposed  to  metals  in  the  Rybinsk  Reservoir  as  a 
component  of  the  US/Russia  agreement  on  cooperation  in 
the  field  of  environmental  protection 
To  attend  the  1 1th  Annual  Meeting  of  the  Aquaculture 
Association  of  Canada  to  present  a  paper  entitled  "Use  of 

Hydrogen  Peroxide  as  a  Fungicide  for  Fish  Culture" 
Attend,  by  invitation.  26th  Meeting.  Association  of  Marine 

Laboratories  of  the  Caribbean,  present  a  paper  on  results 

of  NBS  research,  assist  with  meeting  functions,  and 

consult  with  international  colleagues  on  fishery  research 

and  management. 

To  present  two  invited  papers  at  a  technical  workshop  on 

development  of  drugs  for  aquaculture. 

To  present  paper  entitled  "Evolution  and  the  Management 

of  the  North  American  Grasslands" 

To  attend  meeting  of  the  Association  for  Tropical  Biology: 

present  paper,  chair  committee  session. 

Invited  presentation  of  workshop  tilled  "Design  and 

Analysis  of  Distance  Sampling  Data" 

Invited  presentation  of  workshop  titled  "Design  and 

Analysis  of  distance  Sampling  Data" 


To  collect  3  species  of  insects  for  introduction  and  release  into 
U  S.  for  control  of  exotic  wetland  plant,  purple  loosestnfe 
(Lythrum  salicana)    Collaborative  effort  v^h  International 
Institute  of  Biological  Control  in  Delmont.  Switzerland 
To  further  cooperative  efforts  between  Havraii  and  French 
Polynesia  in  the  study  and  control  of  Miconia.  a  weedy  tree  from 
Central  and  South  Amenca 

To  participate  with  Dr.  Frederic  Bioret,  as  co-investigator  i 
To  provide  a  poster  presentation  and  participate  in  other 
ways  at  an  international  meeting  on  ecosystem  health 
To  provide  a  poster  presentation  and  participate  in  other 
ways  at  an  international  meeting  on  ecosystem  health. 
To  provide  a  poster  presentation  and  participate  in  other 


Comparisoins  Between  Diploid  and  Triploid  Sunshine 
Base",  at  the  Fifth  International  Sumposium  on  Genetics 
in  Aquaculture. 

Attend  1 8th  Annual  Larval  Fish  Conference.   Present 
A?iswer  questions  and  develop  techniques  regarding 
reintorduction  and  post-reintorduction  survival  of  the  black 
footed  ferret  and  other  members  of  its  subgenus 


NBS 
TOTAL  J 


$17,563 

$9,863 
S4.184 
$3,152 


$4,312 
$5,164 
$5,357 
$3,569 
$5,741 
$6,478 


$3,450 
$3,300 

$3,453 

$2,958 

$2,976 


$4,380 
$1,220 


$237,742 
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COUNTRY 

TRAVELERS  NAME 

OF 

OF  TRAVE 

Peru 

Robert  P   Reynolds 

7/1/94 

7/31/94 

Russia 

Michael  D   Samuel 

7/1/94 

8/10/94 

Russia 

Robert  E.  Gill 

7/3/94 

8/10/94 

Canada 

Robert  S.  Carr 

7/8/94 

7/22/94 

Canada 

Pamela  S.  Haverland 

7/9/94 

7/17/94 

Scotland 

Matthew  G.  Mesa 

7/9/94 

7/22/94 

Scotland 

James  H.  Petersen 

7/9/94 

7/22/94 

Canada 

Terry  A.  Haines 

7/10/94 

7/16/94 

Canada 

Byron  K.  Williams 

7/12/94 

7/13/94 

Canada 

Reynaldo  Patino 

7/15/94 

7/21/94 

Brazil 

Leo  G.  Nico 

7/16/94 

7/24/94 

Canada 

Carl  B.  Schreck 

7/16/94 

7/21/94 

Canada 

Stephen  D 

7/16/94 

7/24/94 

Canada 

Patricia  M.  Mazik 

7/16/94 

7/21/94 

Latvia,  Lithuania 

Alexander  V.  Zaie 

7/16/94 

8/6/94 

Costa  Rica 

Mercedes  S.  Foster 

7/22/94 

7/29/94 

Russia 

Bruce  Vondracek 

7/25/94 

9/1/94 

Costa  Rica 

Thomas  J.  Roffe 

7/28/94 

8/5/94 

Netherlands 

Alec  G.  Maule 

7/28/94 

8/6/94 

Czechoslovakia 

Samuel  C.  Williamson 

7/30/94 

8/8/94 

Czechoslovakia 

Jim  A.  Henriksen 

7/31/94 

8/11/94 

Czechoslovakia 

John  M.  Bartholow 

7/31/94 

8/11/94 

Chile 

Ronald  J.  Pascho 

8/6/94 

8/22/94 

United  Kingdom. 

Pamela  J,  Pietz 

8/8/94 

9/2/94 

Canada 

Douglas  H.  Johnson 

8/11/94 

8/16/94 

Canada 

Donald  E.  Gardner 

8/12/94 

8/23/94 

United  Kingdom 

William  1.  Boarman 

8/12/94 

8/21/94 

Austria 

Thomas  E.  Martin 

8/13/94 

8/27/94 

Canada 

James  C.  Patterson 

8/14/94 

8/18/94 

Canada 

Rusty  Rodriguez 

8/14/94 

8/22/94 

Norway 

Clair  B   Stalnaker 

8/15/94 

8/23/94 

Canada 

Mufeed  Odeh 

8/16/94 

8/21/94 

Norway 

Rip  S.  Shively 

8/16/94 

8/26/94 

United  Kingdom. 

Mark  R.  Fuller 

8/16/94 

8/30/94 

Austria 

Stanley  H.  Anderson 

8/17/94 

8/27/94 

Canada 

Nick  C.  Parker 

8/17/94 

8/22/94 

Canada 

Harold  L.  Schramm 

8/17/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Pamela  S.  Haverland 

8/17/94 

8/25/94 

Austria 

William  L.  Hohman 

8/18/94 

8/26/94 

Austria.  France, 

Richard  C.  Banks 

8/18/94 

9/6/94 

Canada 

Wayne  A.  Hubert 

8/18/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

F.  Joseph  Margraf 

8/18/94 

8/28/94 

Canada 

Clay  L.  Pierce 

8/18/94 

8/30/94 

Canada 

Barry  L.  Johnson 

8/1 8/94 

8/25/94 

Sweden, 

Netherlands, 

John  M.  Besser 

8/18/94 

9/1/94 

United  Kingdom 

David  L   Peterson 

8/1 8/94 

9/1/94 

United  Kingdom 

Michael  J.  Conroy 

8/18/94 

9/6/94 

Austria 

Susan  M.  Haig 

8/19/94 

9/5/94 

Canada 

Stanley  D.  Smith 

8/19/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Michael  J.  Parsley 

8/19/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Rosalie  A   Schnick 

8/19/94 

8/26/94 

United  Kingdom 

Richard  Kent  Schreiber 

8/19/94 

8/27/94 

END  DATE  NBS 

OF  TRAVEL  JUSTIFICATION  FOR  TRAVEL  TOTAL  $ 


Field  study  of  wet  tropical  forest  herpetofauna  $6,555 

Research  on  snow  geese  $13,625 

Joint  Russian/Swedish  expediton  of  Russian 

arctic  $12,065 

Participated  in  NOAA  project  rneeting  $5,224 

American  Fisheries  Soctety  Meeting  on  Sediment 

Quality  $2,998 

International  Symposium  on  predator-prey 

interactions  $6,524 

International  Symposium  on  predator-prey 

interactions  $2,527 

Mercury  and  Global  Pollutant  Conference  $2,424 

Meeting  on  ecology  of  black  ducks  $1,495 

High  Performance  Fish  Symposium  $2,830 

delegate  for  Brazil  Environmental  Mission  $4,058 

International  Fish  Physiology  Symposium  $2,989 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,995 

International  Fish  Physiology  Symposium  $3,994 

Agricultural  Impact  on  Water  Quality  $5,067 

Teach  graduate  study  course  on  fundamentals  of 

tropical  biology  $  1 ,075 

Fisheries  Research  at  Novosibirsk  University  $6,703 

Workshop  in  Wildlife  Epidemiology  $3,295 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Developmental 

and  Comparative  Immunology  $8,155 

Sixth  Annual  International  Symposium  on 

Regulated  Streams  $3,865 

Sixth  Annual  International  Symposium  on 

Regulated  Streams  $6,822 

Sixth  Annual  International  Symposium  on 

Regulated  Streams  $7,427 

Study  control  of  fish  diseases  in  Chile  (cultured 

Pacific  salmon)  $27,386 

International  Behavioral  Ecology  Congress  $5,623 

International  Environmetrics  Society  S3. 164 

Fifth  International  Mycological  Congress  $5,432 

International  Behavioral  Ecology  Congress  $3,427 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  $3,876 

American  Fisheries  Society  S2,743 

Fifth  International  Mycological  Congress  $2,307 

First  International  Symposium  on  Habitat 

Hydraulics  $7,516 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,604 

First  International  Symposium  on  Habitat 

Hydraulics  $5,352 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  $7,503 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  $6,728 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,315 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,723 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,985 

Discussion  of  major  management  issues 

involving  migratory  birds  $5,380 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  and  $6,700 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,600 

American  Fisheries  Society  $4,253 

American  Fisheries  Society  $5,051 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,250 

International  Symposium  on  Sediment  Quality 

Assessment  $5,662 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,900 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,334 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  and 

collect  data  $4,133 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,736 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,508 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,528 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $3,686 
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START 

END  DATE 

COUNTRY 

TRAVELER'S  NAME 

OF 

OF  TRAVEL 

United  Kingdom 

James  B.  Grace 

8/19/94 

8/26/94 

United  Kingdom 

Janet  R.  Keough 

8/19/94 

8/28/94 

United  Kingdom 

David  R.  Smith 

8/19/94 

8/27/94 

United  Kingdom 

Rebecca  J.  Howard 

8/19/94 

8/27/94 

Austria 

Christine  Custer 

8/20/94 

8/25/94 

Austria 

Thomas  Custer 

8/20/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Robert  G.  White 

8/20/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Michael  Bozek 

8/20/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Martha  E.  Mather 

8/20/94 

8/27/94 

Canada 

Alexander  V.  Zaie 

8/20/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Cecil  A.  Jennings 

8/20/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Donna  L.  Parrish 

8/20/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

James  B.  Reynolds 

8/20/94 

8/27/94 

Canada 

Robert  M.  Dorazio 

8/20/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

James  E.  Finn 

8/20/94 

8/25/94 

United  Kingdom 

Donald  R.  Cahoon 

8/20/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

John  Jeffery  Isely 

8/21/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Joseph  E.  Hightower 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Guy  W.  Fleischer 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Thomas  A.  Edsall 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Mary  C.  Fabrizio 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Barnaby  J.  Watten 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Alexander  J.  Haro 

8/21/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Boyd  E.  Kynard 

8/21/94 

8/26/94 

Canada 

Michael  H.  HoH 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Michael  J.  Hansen 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Phadrea  D.  Ponds 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Johnie  H.  Crance 

8/21/94 

8/25/94 

Canada 

Paul  C.  Baumann 

8/21/94 

8/29/94 

United  Kingdom 

Glenn  R. 

8/21/94 

8/26/94 

United  Kingdom 

Michael  D.  Jennings 

8/23/94 

8/28/94 

Russia 

Dale  L.  Taylor 

8/27/94 

9/3/94 

Russia 

Christopher  A. 

8/27/94 

9/3/94 

Russia 

Scott  A.  Hatch 

8/27/94 

9/3/94 

Australia 

Gary  E.  Davis 

9/1/94 

9/10/94 

Peru 

Mercedes  S.  Foster 

9/4/94 

11/30/94 

Peru 

Fiona  Wilkinson 

9/4/94 

11/30/94 

Canada 

Bruce  Nash 

9/6/94 

9/10/94 

France,  Germany 

James  B.  Johnston 

9/8/94 

9/18/94 

Russia 

Raymond  Herrmann 

9/10/94 

9/30/94 

Russia 

Barry  C.  Poulton 

9/10/94 

9/21/94 

Russia 

Richard  A.  Schoettger 

9/10/94 

9/21/94 

Canada 

John  Moeller 

9/12/94 

9/14/94 

Germany 

Donald  Tillin 

9/16/94 

9/22/94 

Canada 

Elijah  W.  Ramsey,  III 

9/18/94 

9/24/94 

Canada 

Timothy  King 

9/21/94 

9/27/94 

Canada 

James  Larry  Ludke 

9/21/94 

9/27/94 

United  Kingdom 

David  R.  Anderson 

9/24/94 

10/1/94 

United  Kingdom 

Kenneth  P.  Burnham 

9/24/94 

10/1/94 

Canada 

Robert  Stottlemyer 

9/25/94 

9/28/94 

N8S 

JUSTIFICATION  FOR  TRAVEL  TOTAL  $ 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $5,422 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $5,386 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,000 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,604 

21  St  International  Ornithological  Congress  $1,378 

21st  International  Ornithological  Congress  $1,734 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,540 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,466 

American  Fisheries  Society  $1,250 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,283 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,348 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,147 

American  Fisheries  Society  $4,086 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,310 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,000 

Sixth  International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,832 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,100 

American  Fisheries  Society  $1,806 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,779 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,355 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,040 

American  Fishenes  Society  $3,127 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,414 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,664 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,817 

American  Fisheries  Society  $3,419 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,705 

American  Fisheries  Society  $2,528 
Chair  at  Symposium  "Aquatic  Eco- 

Epidemiology/Epizootiology"  $2,938 

International  Association  for  Ecology  $5,035 

International  Congress  of  Ecology  $4,120 

Arctic  Science  Conference  $3,836 

Arctic  Science  Conference  $3,750 

Arctic  Science  Conference  $4,070 
keynote  address  on  marine  refugia,  participate  In 

assessment  of  marine  ecosystems  $3,658 
Research  on  the  Alder  Flycatcher  on  Its 

wintering  ground  $24,600 
Assisted  Dr.  M.  Foster  on  study  of  Alder 

Flycatcher  on  its  wintering  ground  $8,300 

International  Union  of  Forest  Research  $3,050 

First  Airborne  Remote  Sensing  Conference  $5,200 
Support  research  activities  of  U.S. /Russia 

Bilateral  Environmental  Agreement  $1 1,588 
Joint  Research  on  macroinvertebrate 

communities  in  large  rivers  $3,952 
Conduct  negotiations  to  develop  1 995  research 

protocol  ur^der  U.S. /Russian  Bilateral  $5,284 

Represent  DOI  on  panel  for  plenary  session  $1,527 

Toxicology  Forum  Workshop  $3,842 
Teach  course  on  Remote  Sensing  of  Weiland 

Habitats  $3,858 
82nd  Statutory  Meeting  of  the  International 

Council  for  the  Exploration  of  the  Sea  (ICES)  $4,240 
82nd  Statutory  Meeting  of  the  International 

Council  for  the  Exploration  of  the  Sea  (ICES)  $4,256 
Worksfrap  on  Design  and  Analysis  of  Distance 

Sampling  Surveys  $4, 1 1 5 
Workshop  on  Design  and  Analysis  of  Distance 

Sampling  Surveys  $3,624 
International  Boreal  Forest  Research  Association         $2,802 
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Construction 

The  FY  94  and  95  budgets  included  construction  funds  to  rehabilitate  and  modernize  NBS 
buildings.  This  budget  includes  funds  for  two  projects,  the  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  (+ 
$1.7  million)  and  Chemical  Materials  Storage  Building  (+  $50,000). 

Question:    What  is  the  structural  condition  of  NBS  buildings? 

Answer:    The  NBS  includes  an  inventory  of  approximately  290  buildings,  having  a 
gross  square  footage  of  1.1  million  and  a  capital  investment  of  $250  million.    Building  types 
run  the  gamut  from  significant  and  highly  durable  poured  in  place  concrete  and  masonry 
construction  to  temporary  prefabricated  structures.    Since  1989,  six  science  centers  have 
undergone  major  construction  and  rehabilitation  valued  at  approximately  $50  million.    These 
repairs  have  decreased  NBS's  overall  requirements  for  major  construction.    However,  as  new 
facilities  age  and  others  reach  their  maximum  useful  life,  funding  will  be  required  to 
complete  additional  large  rehabilitation  projects,  as  well  as  smaller  cyclical  repairs  in  order  to 
maintain  current  building  integrity. 

Question:    Is  there  a  backlog  of  serious  maintenance  needs? 

Answer:    Yes.    The  NBS  maintains  a  national  inventory  of  maintenance  requirements 
at  all  facilities.    This  inventory  is  updated  annually  by  each  Center  and  tracks  past,  current 
and  out  year  maintenance  requirements  by  project. 

Question:    What  is  the  total  cost  for  these  repairs? 

Answer;    The  current  NBS  maintenance  backlog  is  $42  million. 

Question:    What  percentage  involves  a  threat  to  health  and  safety? 

Answer:    The  current  NBS  maintenance  backlog  includes  74  health  and  safety 
projects  valued  at  $9.2  million.    The  backlog  does  not  include  any  life  threatening  projects. 
Listed  projects  are  smaller  and  less  serious,  but  require  repair  in  the  near  future. 

Question:    Which  buildings  face  the  most  expensive  repairs:    Please  give  construction 
estimates. 

Answer:    NBS  has  determined  that  the  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  is  its  most 
pressing  rehabilitation  project.    Although  structurally  and  architecturally  in  excellent 
condition,  the  building's  mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing  systems  are  original  to  the 
building,  have  not  been  modified  or  upgraded  since  1965  and  are  in  an  advanced  state  of 
deterioration.    Building  systems  have  not  been  cyclically  replaced  due  to  the  presence  of 
asbestos  throughout  the  facility.    All  attempted  repairs  disturb  the  asbestos  and  increase 
potential  exposure  to  Center  employees.    The  facility  also  does  not  meet  updated  code 
regarding  fire  protection  and  electrical  systems,  accessibility  regulations  or  current  laboratory 
design  and  safety  equipment  standards.    The  NBS  has  determined  that  the  most  cost  effective 
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and  safe  method  to  rehabilitate  this  facility  is  to  remove  asbestos  and  upgrade  all  major 
building  systems  simultaneously.    Personnel  would  be  temporarily  relocated  for  safety 
reasons  during  construction     The  resulting  facility  would  have  a  serviceable  life  of  another 
25  years.    The  total  cost  to  complete  design  and  repairs  to  the  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  is 
$11.9  million. 

Question:     Since  the  Committee  will  be  facing  a  serious  redirection  in  the  FY  96 
allocation,  has  the  Service  considered  major  consolidation  or  even  elimination  of  the  number 
of  regional  and  field  offices,  particularly  in  structures  that  will  need  significant  rehabilitation? 

Answer:     NBS  has  considered  consolidation  or  elimination  of  the  number  of  regional 
and  field  offices,  as  explained  in  prior  questions. 

Question:    Has  the  Service  considered  sharing  space  at  major  universities,  or  State 
offices  that  might  be  in  close  proximity  to  existing  NBS  facilities?    If  not  why? 

Answer:    The  NBS  continues  to  examine  this  possibility.    As  leases  expire,  we 
always  look  for  the  opportunity  of  shared  space  with  partners.    For  example  in  California,  the 
headquarters  of  the  new  Center  will  be  at  the  University  of  California  at  Davis    Two  of  the 
employees  w\\\  be  stationed  in  the  State  offices  in  Sacramento 

Question:    An  increase  of  $1.7  million  is  included  in  the  FY  96  budget  for  rehab  at 
the  Great  Lakes  Science  Center.    Your  budget  describes  the  building  as  being  in  a  State  of 
advanced  disrepair  and  deterioration.    What  is  the  total  funding  necessary  to  properly  restore 
this  building? 

Answer:     Total  estimated  funding  required  to  fund  restoration  of  the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center  is  $1 1.9  million. 

Question:    Have  alternatives  been  considered  for  this  site? 

Answer:    Yes.    The  NBS  evaluated  four  rehabilitation  options  for  the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center.    Each  option  includes  sufficient  funds  to  fix  health  and  safety  concerns; 
fulfill  accessibility  requirements;  and  rehabilitate  lab/office  space  and  supporting  building 
systems  to  fulfill  NBS's  future  research  program. 

Option  A:        Rehabilitate  Center.    Relocate  entire  staff  to  nearby  leased  lab/office  space  for 
approximately  one  year  during  construction.    The  wetlab  would  remain 
operational  so  as  to  not  impact  ongoing  research.    Estimated  cost:  $1 1.3 
million. 

Option  B:         Rehabilitate  Center  by  floor  or  wing.    Would  reduce  off-site  lease 
requirements  by  allowing  some  personnel  to  remain  on-site  during 
construction.    Phased  construction  would  increase  construction  time  by 
approximately  3-4  years.    Disruption  to  staff  and  ongoing  research  could  be 
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severe.    Carries  risk  of  asbestos  exposure  by  personnel  remaining  on  site 
during  construction.       Estimated  cost:  $11.9  million 

Option  C:         Construct  new  Center  on  a  new  site.    Estimate  does  not  include  cost  of  land. 
Estimated  cost:  SI 3.4  million. 

Option  D:        Permanently  lease  laboratory  and  office  space  in  Ann  Arbor.    Estimated  cost: 
$1.4  million  per  year. 

The  NBS  has  also  discussed  relocation  options  with  the  University  of  Michigan  and  Eastern 
Michigan  University,  as  well  as  a  proposed  new  research  complex  under  construction  in  Bay 
City,  Michigan. 

The  NBS  completed  a  life  cycle  analysis  comparing  the  rehabilitation  and  lease  options.   The 
present  value  of  the  two  options,  including  annual  operations  and  maintenance  costs,  was 
$17.5  and  $27.8  million  respectively.    The  NBS  determined  that  it  would  save  $10.3  million 
in  present  value  over  30  years  by  rehabilitating  the  existing  Center. 

Question:    How  many  of  these  repairs  involve  health  and  safety  violation? 

Answer:    $7.6  million.    The  balance  of  funds  are  necessary  for  design,  construction 
management,  temporary  leasing  of  laboratory/office  space,  furnishings  and  equipment. 

Question:    Are  the  employees  being  exposed  to  serious  risk? 

Answer:     Ongoing  emergency  repairs  to  friable  asbestos  and  electrical  systems, 
scheduled  for  completion  in  early  1995,  will  remove  the  most  dangerous  and  pressing  safety 
concerns.    Remaining  issues,  although  not  necessarily  classified  as  imminently  hazardous,  are 
serious  and  could  pose  a  significant  threat  to  building  occupants. 

Question:    How  adequate  is  the  current  facility  to  handle  hazardous  research 
materials? 

Answer:    The  facility  has  restricted  research  involving  toxic  and  hazardous 
substances.    Laboratories  were  designed  for  general  chemistry  and  analytical  work.    Studies 
involving  hazardous  materials  are  sent  to  other  NBS  facilities. 

Question:    How  extensive  is  the  damage  to  the  sewer  waste  lines? 

Answer:    Due  to  age  and/or  poor  design,  the  sewer  waste  lines  throughout  the  facility 
leak  and  allow  sewer  gasses  to  permeate  the  building  under  certain  climactic  conditions. 
This  problem  has  been  investigated  by  various  plumbing  contractors  and  can  not  be  remedied 
without  extensive  reconstruction.    Repairs  are  further  complicated  by  the  presence  of  asbestos 
throughout  the  facility.   In  addition,  most  lab  sinks  have  been  sealed  because  lab  sink  drains 
leak  and  to  prohibit  the  accidental  disposal  of  chemicals  directly  into  the  sewer  system. 
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Unobligated  Balances 

Question:    A  review  of  unobligated  balances  in  early  January  indicated  that  there  was 
approximately  a  $21  million  carry  over  of  funds  not  identified  with  specific  projects.    Are 
these  funds  still  unobligated? 


funds. 


Answer:     Approximately  $9.7  million  is  currently  available  in  FY  1994  carry  over 


Question  :    Can  you  account  for  this  large  carry  over? 


Answer:     Because  NBS  is  establishing  new  programs,  new  lines  of  communication 
within  the  organization  have  slowed  the  outflow  of  funds.    This  has  been  complicated  by  the 
fact  that  NBS  is  implementing  new  peer  review  processes  that  will  insure  that  resources  are 
allocated  in  a  manner  that  will  achieve  maximum  results.    As  these  processes  become 
established  the  amount  of  carry  over  balances  will  decline. 

Question:    What  types  of  projects  will  benefit  from  the  funds? 

Answer:     The  $9.7  million  in  remaining  balances  are  planned  for  the  following 
projects:     design  and  replacement  of  an  incinerator  at  the  National  Wildlife  Health  Center  in 
Madison,  Wisconsin;  planning  and  design  of  a  biology  building  at  Midwest  Science  Center  in 
Columbia,  Missouri;  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  and  related  information 
transfer  activities,  inventory  and  monitoring  projects  including  competitive  proposals  for  the 
status  and  trends  program  and  planning  of  standards  and  protocol  projects;    and  fisheries 
projects  at  the  Science  Centers.    Additionally,  funding  for  cooperative  research  units  for 
research  support  and  unit  operations  are  included  as  part  of  the  unobligated  carry  over  funds 

Redirection  of  Funds 

Understanding  that  in  any  given  year  because  of  research  projects  being  completed,  there 
may  be  upwards  of  10%  of  funds  available  for  redirection.    NBS  has  initiated  a  process  by 
which  these  funds  are  redirected  by  means  of  peer-reviewed  proposals  competing  for  these 
funds. 

Question:    Can  you  briefly  describe  how  this  process  will  work? 

Answer:    Funds  likely  to  be  available  for  redirection  will  be  identified  by  the 
research  centers,  in  consultation  with  regional  and  headquarters  offices,  and  the  total 
ultimately  identified  will  be  the  base  for  the  following-year's  redirection.    It  will  tentatively 
be  divided  into  thirds,  with  decisions  for  each  respective  third  made  by  the  centers,  the 
regions,  and  by  headquarters.    It  is  expected  that  the  centers'  third  will  address  local  needs, 
the  regional  third  will  address  region-wide  needs,  and  the  headquarters  third  will  address 
national  needs.    All  proposals  for  new  work  will  respond  to  needs  identified  by  resource 
management  bureaus  within  the  Interior  Department;  needs  will  be  updated  annually  by 
bureaus  and  kept  in  a  database  with  wide  on-line  access.    Needs  judged  to  be  best  addressed 
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at  the  local,  regional,  or  national  levels  will  be  negotiated  in  a  multi-level  process.    All 
proposals  for  new  work  will  be  peer  reviewed;  peer  review  results  will  be  the  primary  means 
for  selection  from  among  competing  proposals  for  national-level  needs,  but  peer  review  will 
operate  on  more  of  a  "pass-fail"  basis  for  center  and  regional-level  proposals,  and  the  priority 
of  resource  needs  will  be  the  primary  basis  for  selection.    The  scope  of  competition  among 
research  centers  may  be  limited  to  avoid  imposing  difTicult  management  problems  on  centers, 
but  in  the  long  term  there  may  be  net  flows  of  resources  among  centers  and  regions. 

Question:    On  average,  how  many  projects  might  be  funded  with  these  redirected 
funds? 

Answer:    In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  approximately  50  new  projects  were  initiated  with 
redirected  funds.    This  number  will  probably  grow  in  the  future  as  some  limited-year  funding 
programs  such  as  the  Natural  Resource  Preservation  Program  and  the  Quick  Response 
Research  program  are  brought  into  the  primary  system. 

Question:    What  will  be  the  composition  of  the  peer  review  panel? 

Answer:    NBS  is  developing  policies  on  standards  for  peer  review  and  delegating  the 
responsibility  for  peer  review  to  the  levels  at  which  decisions  on  projects  are  made.    Thus, 
the  majority  of  peer  review  will  be  occurring  at  the  centers  and  in  the  regional  offices.    Peer 
review  may  be  conducted  by  panels  of  reviewers,  or  through  written  reports  provided  by 
individual  reviewers.    At  the  national  level  NBS  will  try  to  recruit  as  peer  reviewers  eminent 
scientists  who  are  widely  recognized  for  their  qualifications  in  those  fields  that  relate  to 
national-level  priorities.    At  all  levels,  peer  review  selections  will  be  based  on  the 
qualifications  needed  to  judge  the  quality  and  significance  of  the  projects  proposed.    Peer 
reviewers  will  be  selected  only  from  among  individuals  who  have  no  stake  in  the  outcome  of 
reviews,  and  many  reviewers  will  be  scientists  who  are  not  employees  of  NBS. 

Question:    Who  will  appoint  these  individuals  and  for  what  length  term? 

Answer:    Peer  reviewers  will  be  selected  at  the  level  of  the  individuals  making 
decisions  on  approval  and  funding  of  projects,  and  in  all  instances  at  least  one  level  above 
that  of  the  persons  developing  proposals  for  new  work.    In  most  instances  these  decisions 
will  be  made  by  Center  Directors,  Regional  Directors,  or  the  NBS  Director.    Although  it  is 
possible  that  standing  panels  of  peer  reviewers  with  set  terms  may  be  used,  it  is  likely  that 
some  peer  reviews  will  be  conducted  by  individuals  selected  on  an  ad  hoc  basis  because  they 
are  best  qualified  to  evaluate  the  quality  and  significance  of  certain  categories  of  proposals. 

Question:   There  has  been  concern  expressed  by  some  bureau  officials  over  the 
length  of  time  necessary  to  prepare  the  proposals,  can  you  comment  on  this? 

Answer:    The  process  used  in  FY  1995  was  delayed  by  various  factors  that  we  do  not 
expect  to  affect  us  in  future  years.    For  FY  1996   we  are  optimistic  that  we  can  have  our 
plans  in  place  before  the  beginning  of  the  Fiscal  Year.    Planning  quality  research  is  a  lengthy 
process,  particularly  when  projects  must  be  designed  to  address  the  priority  needs  of  the 
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ultimate  users  of  information  to  be  produced.    First  information  needs  must  be  solicited  from 
nine  separate  bureaus  and  then  some  measure  of  cross-bureau  priority  must  be  obtained. 
While  time-consuming,  these  activities  have  the  advantage  that  priorities  are  reasonably  well 
knovsn  before  scientists  begin  preparing  actual  proposals,  and  scientists  do  not  spend 
significant  amounts  of  time  preparing  proposals  on  topics  considered  by  users  to  be  low  in 
priority.    In  the  planning  process  now  being  developed,  much  thought  and  effort  has  been 
devoted  to  ensuring  that  inordinate  amounts  of  time  are  not  focused  on  planning. 
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Honorable  Sidney  R.  Yates 

Questions  for  the  National  Biological  Service 

March  23,  1995 


Rescissions 

Question:  The  House  passed  rescission  bill  reduces  the  National  Biological  Service 
by  10  percent.  Please  explain  to  the  committee  what  this  means  in  terms  of  your  ability  to 
perform  your  responsibilities. 

Answer:     Enactment  of  the  House  rescission  proposal  this  late  in  the  fiscal  year  will 
have  significant  effects  on  NBS,  equivalent  to  a  reduction  of  from  20  percent  to  40  percent 
in  the  operating  funds  and  services  of  the  agency.    A  rescission  this  late  in  the  year  offers  far 
less  opportunity  to  decide  about  how  best  to  manage  the  effects  on  programs,  facilities  and 
personnel  than  a  similar  cut  taken  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Any  reduction  in  NBS'  budget  will  require  painful  choices.    We  have  provided  listings  of 
both  budget  categories  and  specific  programs  and  projects  that  would  be  affected,  ranging 
from  reductions  in  fisheries  and  waterfowl  research,  slowing  of  National  Parks  vegetation 
mapping  efforts,  scaling  back  ecosystem  and  regional  science  projects,  cutting  contaminant 
monitoring  programs,  and  reducing  science  intended  to  avoid  additional  endangered  species 
listings. 

A  reduction  that  exceeds  approximately  7-8  percent  will  require  that  no  major  program  area 
remains  unscathed,  and  that  one  or  more  facilities  would  have  to  be  significantly  scaled  back 
or  closed.  As  we  have  previously  indicated,  we  would  begin  by  accelerating  the  planned 
closure  of  the  NBS  aquaculture  lab  in  Marion,  Alabama.   However,  this  would  not  provide 
sufficient  savings;  we  are  continuing  to  analyze  the  appropriate  mix  of  closures  or  drastic 
reductions  at  our  facilities  in  Turners  Falls,  Massachusetts;  Wellsboro,  Pennsylvania; 
Cortland,  New  York,  Anchorage,  Alaska;  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan;  Seattle,  Washington;  and 
Lafayette,  Louisiana. 

The  effects  of  a  rescission  will  adversely  impact  on  NBS  programs  and  staff.   However,  it  is 
clear  that  the  major  effect  of  a  reduction  will  be  on  decision-makers  in  the  Department,  in 
State  and  local  governments,  and  in  the  private  sector,  who  require  up-to-date, 
comprehensive,  sound  science  upon  which  to  base  natural  resource  decisions. 

Endangered  Species  Act  Responsibilities 

Question:    What  do  you  view  your  responsibilities  to  be  in  relation  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act? 

Answer:    The  NBS  functions  as  a  non-advocacy,  independent  biological  science  arm 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   The  role  of  NBS  is  threefold  in  relation  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act: 
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•  Creation  of  new  knowledge  through  interdisciplinary  research  on  biological  resources 
to  ensure  that  there  is  adequate  information  on  Interior  lands  and  trust  species; 

•  Coordination  and  integration  of  existing  information  among  agencies  and 
organizations  to  ensure  that  more  rigorous  standards  and  protocols  are  developed  for 
monitoring  biological  populations  and  to  ensure  the  reliability  of  the  information 
collected  by  others;  and 

•  Dissemination  of  information—a  critical  role  in  making  certain  that  both  existing  and 
new  information  are  fully  available  to  decision  makers,  both  within  and  outside 
government. 

The  bulk  of  NBS  endangered  species  research  supports  recovery  of  species  already  having 
legal  status  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    NBS  scientists  investigate  the  life 
requirements  of  listed  species  and  factors  limiting  populations  to  assist  managers  in  achieving 
the  goals  of  recovery  plans.    In  addition,  >fBS  has  initiated  a  program  to  investigate  species 
believed  to  be  at  risk  that  have  been  placed  on  an  Endangered  Species  candidate  list  to 
clarify  their  status.   This  research  will  result  in  better  information,  potentially  allowing  the 
removal  of  species  from  candidate  lists. 

Question:    —Mr.  Frampton's  statement  says  that  NBS  research  has  led  to  fewer 
listings  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   Please  explain  how  NBS  makes  a  difference  in 
this  regard? 

Answer:    Regulatory  agencies  are  mandated  by  Congress  to  make  decisions  on  the 
basis  of  the  best  available  information.   If  the  best  available  information  is  inadequate, 
decisions  will  still  be  made,  whether  they  are  informed  decisions  or  not.    The  problem  is  too 
often  the  lack  of  solid,  reliable  scientific  information,  and  this  is  a  problem  that  NBS  can 
help  to  fix.    As  an  independent,  non-advocacy  science  agency,  NBS  conducts  better,  fully 
peer-reviewed  studies  that  would  sometimes  reveal  that  certain  species  are  not  as  threatened 
as  had  been  supposed  or  would  lead  to  new  ways  of  accommodating  their  needs  outside  of  a 
regulatory  context.    NBS  already  has  a  proven  track  record  that  its  research  will  result  in 
species  not  being  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   Examples  are: 

•  A  new  NBS  program,  "Success  with  Species  at  Risk,"  funds  projects  to  assess  the 
status  of  trends  of  candidate  species  and  develop  alternatives  that  can  avoid  listing. 
Under  this  program,  NBS  is  collaborating  with  International  Paper  Company  to 
identify  the  distribution  of  two  candidate  pitcher  plants  on  IP  lands  in  Alabama  and 
to  develop  management  options  that  preserve  the  plants  while  allowing  continued 
logging. 

•  In  Nevada,  NBS-funded  scientists  discovered  additional  Sand  Mountain  Blue 
butterflies  distributed  over  a  highly  dispersed  host  plant  colony.    A  management  plan 
is  being  developed  that  directs  off-road  vehicle  traffic  away  from  these  host  plants. 
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•  NBS  research  contributed  to  reopening  the  hunting  season  for  the  Cackling  Canada 

goose.    Understanding  the  causes  of  decline  led  to  recovery  of  the  species  and 
reopening  of  the  season  after  ten  years. 

Sometimes  the  research  fmdings  of  NBS  will  be  used  to  protect  species  and  their  habitats 
and  sometimes  the  information  will  lead  to  the  prevention  of  listings,  de-listings,  and  less 
regulation.    When  NBS  research  leads  to  listing,  the  public  be  assured  that  those  listings  will 
be  based  on  reliable  research. 

Question:    Why,  in  the  face  of  the  budget  situation,  was  it  important  for  you  to 
request  an  increase  for  the  National  Biological  Service? 

Answer:    NBS  requested  additional  funds  in  order  to  continue  to  meet  the  needs  of 
decision-makers  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to  continue  development  of  science 
and  information  partnerships  that  serve  this  goal.    About  half  of  the  NBS  increase  would 
fund  bureau  wide  "uncontrollable"  cost  increases  associated  with  pay  raises,  increases  in  rent, 
postage,  and  communications,  and  the  Departmental  Working  Capital  Fund.    In  proposing 
increases,  NBS  identified  areas  of  high  interest  to  DOI  client  bureaus,  such  as  the  spread  of 
non-indigenous  plants,  support  for  major  regional  decisions  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
South  Florida,  and  predictive  information  and  models  for  DOI  land  managers.    Additional 
areas  proposed  for  augmentation  involve  expansion  of  the   State-Federal  cooperative  unit 
system,  and  development  of  a  common  system  for  identifying  vegetation  types  and  plant 
communities.    Finally,  NBS  proposes  establishment  of  a  National  Partnership  for  Biological 
Science,  with  investments  aimed  at  enhancing  the  capabilities  of  State  agencies  to  provide, 
analyze,  and  share  important  biological  information  and  to  fund  the  development  of 
biological  information  partnerships  for  providing  access  to  the  wealth  of  existing  biological 
information,  including  that  held  by  State  heritage  agencies,  other  Federal  Agencies,  natural 
history  museums,  universities,  and  private  organizations. 

Recognizing  the  difficult  fiscal  situation  facing  the  Congress,  NBS  identified  $4.2  million  in 
potential  reductions  to  offset  a  significant  portion  of  its  proposed  increases.  These  items  are 
illustrative  of  NBS'  strategy  of  refocusing  NBS  resources,  in  consultation  with  other  DOI 
bureaus,  to  the  issues  of  highest  priority  to  those  bureaus. 

Question:    Mr.  Frampton,  you  indicated  in  your  statement  that  both  the  National  Park 
Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  satisfied  that  their  priorities  for  research  are 
being  met.  —  On  what  do  you  base  the  statement  that  both  the  National  Park  Service  and 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  satisfied  that  their  research  priorities  are  being  met? 

Answer:     I  base  my  statement  on  my  frequent  interactions  with  management  and 
staff  of  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National  Park  Service.  There  was  some 
skepticism  within  both  organizations  regarding  the  creation  of  NBS.    There  was  concern  that 
much  of  NBS  research  would  be  redirected  towards  issues  of  intense  scientific  interest,  but 
with  little  application  to  the  real  world.  There  was  concern  that,  for  example,  scientists  in 
National  Parks  would  be  moved  and  assigned  to  work  that  would  not  support  park  decision- 
making needs. 
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These  concerns  have  proven  to  be  unfounded,  and  agency  staff  have  recognized  this  fact. 
They  recognize  and  endorse  NBS'  efforts  to  ensure  that  funds  are  continually  reviewed  to 
ensure  they  are  being  used  to  meet  key  needs.  They  appreciate  that  NBS  independence 
provides  a  level  of  public  acceptance  that  science  —  most  often  the  very  same  science  — 
produced  by  a  regulatory  agency  would  not  gamer. 

Early  in  NBS's  existence,  what  I  heard  was  grumbling  and  mistrust  and  concern.    That  is  no 
longer  the  case. 

Question:     What  complaints  do  you  hear  about  the  National  Biological  Service 
within  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Answer:    Very  few.    Those  that  remain  are  primarily  the  result  of  the  fact  that  NBS 
is  establishing  new  processes  to  interact  with  multiple  bureaus  within  the  Department,  often 
at  the  same  time  that  those  agencies  (e.g.  National  Park  Service)  are  also  reorganizing.    I 
attribute  those  complaints  to  the  normal  growing  pains  of  a  new  agency  and  new  processes. 

Change  From  Pre-NBS  Research 

Question:    Can  you  please  tell  us  to  what  extent  and  how  you  have  changed  the 
focus  of  biological  research  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior?    —  How  do  you  think  this  has 
improved  biological  research  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Answer:    The  creation  of  NBS  has  resulted  in  several  major  changes  in  the  way  in 
which  science  is  conducted  in  the  department.    The  focus  of  NBS  research  is  now  the 
fostering  of  science  that  looks  beyond  the  current  crisis,  so  as  to  develop  a  baseline 
understanding  of  how  specific  systems  operate.    This  enables  the  Agency  to  design  or 
implement  monitoring  systems  that  detect  changes  prior  to  their  becoming  significant.    NBS 
also  focuses  on  the  development  of  collaborative  relationships  with  both  scientists  and 
managers  so  that  alternative  actions  are  analyzed  in  sufficient  time  to  affect  decisions. 

Perhaps  the  most  important  change,  is  the  independence  of  science  from  regulatory  and 
management  decisions.    As  a  result  of  this  change,  NBS  science  is  viewed  as  a  resource  by 
both  regulators  and  others,  rather  than  being  perceived  as  substantiating  one  position  or 
another.    NBS  will  also  pursue  a  policy  of  providing  free  and  open  access  of  information  to 
all  parties,  regardless  of  their  position  regarding  regulatory  matters. 

There  are  also  major  improvements  in  the  efficiency  of  using  scientific  resources  apparent  in 
NBS'  interaction  with  the  various  DOI  bureaus.    Previously,  each  agency's  research  program 
focused  primarily,  if  not  exclusively,  on  the  issues  and  resources  of  a  single  bureau.    With 
the  creation  of  NBS,  scientists  formerly  in  one  agency  are  working  much  more  closely  with 
scientists  formerly  with  other  bureaus.     NBS-initiated  consultation  among  managers  has  also 
identified  common  needs,  further  increasing  efficiency  in  the  application  of  scientific 
equabilities. 
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Development  of  a  strategy  for  improving  access  to  biological  information  would  not  have 
arisen  had  the  separate  elements  now  in  NBS  not  been  joined  in  a  critical  mass.    The  concept 
of  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII)  is  one  that  arose  out  of  the 
recognition  that  multiple  bureaus  (and  indeed  organizations  and  agencies  across  the  Federal, 
State  and  private  sector)  needed  better  access  to  existing  information.    Before,  no  single 
agency  had  the  critical  mass  or  the  scientific  support  mandate  to  develop  and  implement  such 
a  strategy. 

Finally,  NBS  has  also  pioneered  the  development  of  regional  science  collaboration,  and  will 
continue  its  efforts  to  provide  predictive  tools  for  managers  to  better  understand  —  in  advance 
—  the  effects  of  potential  decisions,  rather  than  responding  to  ongoing  crises.    In  South 
Florida,  for  example,  NBS  co-chairs  a  group  that,  for  the  first  time,  is  developing  a  coherent 
and  systematic  accounting  of  what  biological  and  ecological  information  exists  on  the  region, 
and  explicitly  linking  the  scientific  activities  of  Federal  agencies  to  the  major  issues  being 
debated  by  managers  (e.g.,  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  review  of  the  Central  and  South  Florida 
Project). 

For  many  years,  natural  resource  managers  and  scientists  have  responded  to  the  latest  crisis. 
Whether  it  was  the  decline  of  bald  eagles  and  other  raptors  due  to  DDT  exposure,  the  listing 
of  a  new  endangered  species,  or  a  fish  die-off  in  a  local  river.    NBS  was  created  in  part  to 
foster  science  that  would  look  beyond  the  current  crisis,  so  as  to  develop  a  baseline 
understanding  of  how  specific  systems  operate;  design  or  implement  monitoring  so  as  to  be 
able  to  detect  changes  prior  to  their  becoming  significant,  and  develop  collaborative 
relationships  with  both  scientists  and  managers  so  that  alternative  actions  are  analyzed  in 
sufficient  time  to  affect  decisions.    Clearly,  understanding  the  nature  and  functioning  of  a 
specific  region,  and  the  forces  that  are  causing  change  in  the  biological  resources  in  that 
region  will  enable  public  and  private  resource  managers  to  take  action  to  avoid  crises. 

NBS  has  begun  to  improve  its  ability  to  provide  this  type  of  science,  and  the  NBS  FY  1996 
budget  proposes  significant  actions  to  increase  NBS's  ability  to  provide  anticipatory  analyses 
and  information.    For  example,  investments  in  understanding  the  nature  and  extent  of 
invasions  of  weeds  and  other  non-indigenous  species  should  contribute  to  development  of 
control  strategies;  development  of  the  tools  to  predict  the  effects  of  management  and  policy 
options  on  ecosystems,  habitats  and  species  under  DOI  jurisdiction  will  enable  DOI  managers 
to  reduce  or  avoid  negative  effects;  continued  work  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  South 
Florida  will  ensure  that  the  effects  of  continued  timber  harvesting  under  the  President's  Forest 
Plan  are  well  understood,  and  that  changes  in  the  water  management  system,  now  being 
developed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  are  based  on  sound  scientific  understanding.    NBS 
activities  in  the  US-Mexico  border  region  are  intended  to  anticipate  and  respond  to  changes 
in  trade  and  development  resulting  from  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement. 

Cooperative  Research  Units 

Question:    When  NBS  was  established,  it  inherited  different  types  of  cooperative 
research  units  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau 
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of  Land  Management.      —What  have  you  done  to  combine  these  Units  into  distinctive  NBS 
cooperative  research  units? 

Answer:    We  have  analyzed  the  different  laws  under  which  these  various  types  of 
Units  were  authorized,  compared  the  authorities  of  each,  determined  what  changes  will  need 
to  be  made  to  make  combinations  feasible  and  approached  the  potential  Cooperators 
(universities  and  State  natural  resource  agencies)  about  their  wishes  with  regard  to  combining 
the  Units  that  exist  at  the  same  university  locations.    We  are  proceeding  to  combine  (through 
the  development  of  newly  negotiated  cooperative  agreements)  the  first  of  these  Unit  couplets. 

Question:    The  budget  justification  lists  three  cooperative  research  units  in  Alaska, 
California  and  Maryland  as  NBS  prototype  units.  (>fBS-76)   Please  explain  what  these  NBS 
prototype  units  are. 

Answer:    These  are  units  that  are  being  developed  in  the  image  of  NBS— to  serve 
multi-agency  needs.    These  units  will  have  the  correct  combination  of  research  expertise  to 
address  the  resource  management  problems  of  the  various  Interior  agencies.    Instead  of 
expertise  that  is  focused  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  problems,  or  on  National  Park  Service 
problems  the  staff  at  these  Units  will  consist  of  a  mixture  of  experts  designed  to  work  as  a 
team  to  address  a  comprehensive  range  of  natural  resource  issues. 

Great  Lakes  Science  Center 

Question:    --The  budget  (NBS-90)  includes  $1,700,000  million  for  the  planning  and 
design  to  rehabilitate  the  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  (GLSC).      What  are  the  health  and 
safety  violations  at  the  facility? 

Answer:    Although  the  inspection  of  the  facility  led  to  the  determination  of  a  large 
number  of  health  and  safety  violations,  emergency  repairs  were  undertaken  to  deal  with  the 
most  serious  of  the  immediate  threats.     However,  the  repairs  are  temporary  fixes  and  the 
building  will  require  major  renovation  or  replacement  in  the  very  near  future  to  avoid  serious 
health  risk  exposure.    Below  is  a  list  of  some  of  the  health  and  safety  risks: 

Asbestos.    Asbestos  exposure  is  present  throughout  the  building.    Generally  speaking,  all 
waste  and  drainage  lines,  water  supply  lines,  air  handlers  and  mechanical  room 
ducting/piping  are  asbestos  wrapped.    Asbestos-bound  mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing 
systems  are  clustered  in  chases  above  public  hallways.    Improvements  or  repairs  to  any  one 
system,  whether  great  or  small,  disturbs  existing  asbestos  and  results  in  potential  exposure  to 
Center  personnel.    Piping  throughout  mechanical  rooms  is  located  so  that  asbestos-bound 
pipes  lie  across  circulation  passages  and  in  positions  where  likely  contact  will  cause  damage. 

As  recently  as  November  1994,  a  safety  inspection  observed  friable  asbestos  on  drain  and 
supply  pipes,  air  handlers  and  ducting  in  all  mechanical  rooms  and  the  boiler  room.    Of 
particular  concern  was  the  proximity  of  this  asbestos  to  building  air  handlers  where  dispersal 
throughout  the  building  was  possible.    All  friable  asbestos  was  removed  in  February  1995 
and  an  air  monitoring  program  initiated  to  track  future  exposure  levels. 
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Electrical.   The  November  1994  safety  inspection  identified  several  serious  electrical  hazards 
posing  potentially  fatal  hazards.    These  included  electrical  conduit  set  into  concrete  floors  in 
close  proximity  to  standing  water  or  areas  known  to  flood;  and  a  lack  of  ground  floor 
insulation  and  adequate  grounding  throughout  laboratories.    Emergency  repairs  are  currently 
underway  to  remove  potentially  life  threatening  electrical  problems. 

Other  Safety  Concerns.    Although  not  necessarily  classified  as  imminently  hazardous,  the 
following  health  and  safety  concerns  are  serious  and,  if  not  corrected  in  the  near  time  frame, 
will  pose  a  signiflcant  threat  to  building  occupants. 

•  Fire  hazards    Fire  walls  do  not  exist  between  contiguous  labs  and  office  spaces.   The 
facility  does  not  have  a  fire  suppression  or  heat/smoke  detector  system.    Hand 
operated  fire  alarms  are  distantly  spaced.    Systems  should  be  battery  backed  to 
provide  protection  in  the  event  of  electrical  failure.    Of  concern  is  a  lack  of  separation 
between  the  first  and  second  floors  due  to  an  open  foyer  between  the  lobby  and 
second  floor.    This  may  likely  produce  a  chimney  effect  in  the  event  of  a  fire  on  the 
ground  floor. 

•  Space  utilization.    Numerous  laboratories  contain  researcher  offices.    Offices  should 
be  segregated  from  laboratory  space  in  order  to  minimize  long-term  and  accidental 
chemical  exposures. 

•  Ventilation.    A  serious  ventilation  concern  exists  due  to  the  placement  of  roof 
mounted  air  intakes  for  building  air  handlers  and  laboratory  hood  ventilation  stacks 
near  each  other.    Current  placement  could  allow  hood  exhausts  to  enter  the  building 
makeup  air. 

•  Other  Safety  Issues.   The  following  violations  found  at  the  Center  could  be  classified 
as  serious  or  potentially  life  threatening  under  the  right  set  of  circumstances:  leaking 
waste  lines,  fume  hoods  are  incorrectly  located  or  non-functional;  counter  tops  and 
hoods  do  not  have  spill  containing  lips;  floors  are  not  seamless  and  spills  can  migrate 
to  the  floor  below  or  adjacent  offices;  electrical  receptacles  are  inadequately  grounded 
and/or  lack  ground  floor  insulation;  the  current  heating,  ventilation  and  air 
conditioning  system  cannot  maintain  comfortable  temperature  levels  in  winter  and 
summer  nor  the  negative  pressures  and  refreshed  ventilation  necessary  to  limit 
migration  of  chemical  fumes  to  surrounding  laboratories;  laboratory  sink  waste  lines 
and  water  supply  lines  have  been  disconnected  due  to  leakage;  eye  washes  and 
emergency  showers  are  inadequate;  lack  of  adequate  emergency  lighting;  sanitary 
traps  in  restrooms  that  permit  sewer  gas  emissions  into  halls  and  offices;  and 
deteriorated  support  structures  for  floor  and  ceiling  mounted  mechanical  equipment. 
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Question:   What  are  the  out  year  costs  associated  with  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Great 
Lakes  Science  Center? 

Answer:      The  multi-year  funding  requirements  are: 

FY  1996     1,700,000  Planning  ,  design,  and  construction  management. 

FY  1997     6,400,000  Contracting,  construction  funds  and  relocation  and 

temporary  office  costs. 

FY  1998      3.800.000  Construction,  furniture  and  relocation  and  temporary 

office  costs. 
Total     $11,900,000 

Question:    What  are  the  ramifications  of  not  going  forward  with  the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center  rehabilitation? 

Answer:    The  NBS  will  be  unable  to  fix  a  number  of  existing  health  and  safety 
concerns  including:  potential  exposure  to  asbestos,  fire  hazards,  inadequate  ventilation 
throughout  the  Center  and  its  laboratories,  out-of-date  laboratory  design  and  safety 
equipment,  deteriorated  building  systems  that  are  30  years  old  and  at  the  end  of  their 
serviceable  life. 

A  lack  of  funding  would  require  the  NBS  to  expend  a  disproportionately  high  amount  of 
available  operations  and  maintenance  funds  to  complete  emergency  maintenance  repairs  and 
address  health  and  safety  problems.    Such  expenditures  will  redirect  maintenance  funds  from 
other  NBS  facilities,  increase  the  agency's  maintenance  backlog  and  reduce  the  effective  state 
of  repair  of  NBS  facilities  overall. 

Employee  Housing 

Question:     How  many  employee  housing  units  do  you  have? 

Answer:     Employee  housing  units  exist  at  only  four  Science  Centers.   Of  the  30 
available  units,  only  19  are  used  as  residences  as  indicated  (number  used  as  residences/total 
number  of  units):  Patuxent  (11/16),  Leetown  (3/7),  Northern  Prairie  (2/3),  and  California 
(3/4). 

Question:    Why  is  it  necessary  for  you  to  have  employee  housing? 

Answer:   These  housing  units  ensure  that  essential  personnel  are  available  on-site  to 
conduct  vital  functions  for  accomplishing  the  mission  of  these  centers  and  in  protecting  U.S. 
Government  interests,  such  as  facilities  security,  animal  care,  veterinary  services,  and 
emergency  maintenance.    All  of  these  Centers  have  live  animals,  many  of  which  are 
threatened  and  endangered  species,  that  are  used  in  various  research  projects.   Over  the  past 
decade,  all  non-essential  employee  housing  iwits  have  been  eliminated  at  other  centers  and 
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the  space  has  been  converted  to  other  uses,  e.g.,  office  or  laboratory  space  and  quarters  for 
visiting  scientists.    Maintenance  of  employee  housing  units  is  supported  by  fair  market  rents 
paid  by  employee  occupants 

Question;    From  the  table  on  NBS-IOO,  I  see  you  have  more  people  now  than  were 
part  of  the  Service  in  1994.    Can  you  please  tell  us  how  these  additional  employees  are  being 
used? 

Answer:    In  fact,  hJBS  has  fewer  employees  than  in  1994.    Transfers  in  November 
1993  to  NBS  from  other  bureaus  totaled  1,849  people.    As  of  February  1995,  NBS  has  1,777 
employees  on  board,  reflecting  the  impact  of  buy-outs  and  a  slowdown  in  hiring  and  back- 
filling due  to  efforts  to  direct  more  funding  to  outside  research  and  the  uncertainty  about 
potential  budget  reductions.    The  number  of  employees  will  increase  during  the  summer 
months  as  NBS  will  rely  heavily  on  seasonal  hires,  particularly  university  students,  in 
conducting  field  studies.    NBS  has  added  a  limited  number  of  additional  staff  for  necessary 
management  and  administrative  support  that  did  not  transfer  from  other  bureaus.    Initially, 
some  of  these  positions  were  covered  by  temporary  detail  of  employees  from  other  bureaus. 

Everglades  Ecosystem 

Question:    Please  describe  what  you  are  doing  in  support  of  the  effort  in  South 
Florida  to  save  the  Everglades  ecosystem.    —What  results  can  we  see  from  your  effort  to 
date? 

Answer:    NBS  participates  as  a  principal  member  of  the  South  Florida  Management 
and  Coordination  Working  Group  (Working  Group)  of  the  Interagency  Task  Group  for  the 
South  Florida  Ecosystem.    The  Working  Group  formulates  and  recommends  to  the  Task 
Group  management  policies,  strategies,  plans,  programs,  and  priorities  for  the  restoration  and 
maintenance  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.    NBS  co-chairs  the  South  Florida  Science  Sub- 
Group  (Science  Sub-Group),  established  to  be  the  senior  science  advisory  group  to  the 
Working  Group,  and  composed  of  scientists  from  1 1  Federal  agencies  and  State,  regional, 
academic,  and  local  organizations.    The  Science  Sub-Group  coordinates  and  cooperates  in  the 
development  and  initiation  of  a  comprehensive  and  non-duplicative  research,  inventory  and 
monitoring,  and  modeling  program  in  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  to  respond  to  identified 
key  data  gaps  in  support  of  restoration  objectives.   In  addition  to  advising  the  Working 
Group,  NBS  has  participated  in  the  formation  and  operation  of  a  South  Florida  Restoration 
Coordination  Office,  an  NBS  field  office  to  develop  and  initiate  a  comprehensive  research 
program  on  the  theory,  development,  and  application  of  ecosystem  models,  and  development 
of  a  long-term  research,  inventory  and  monitoring,  and  modeling  program  to  evaluate  the 
progress  toward  achieving  restoration  objectives. 

In  FY  1995,  NBS  continued  to  support  a  major  advance  in  the  biological  evaluation  of 
potential  restoration  alternatives.  The  Across-Trophic-Levels-System-Simulation  (ATLSS) 
Program,  which  is  a  tiered  approach  of  basic  process  models,  has  gained  wide  acceptance. 
ATLSS  will  afford  a  scale  and  level  of  detail  that  approaches  the  magnitude  of  predictive 
capability  needed  to  evaluate  alternatives  for  restoration  of  this  massive  and  heavily-managed 
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system.   For  example,  ATLSS  will  include  several  endangered  species  models  designed  to 
provide  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  the  kind  of  analyses  needed  to  fulfill  its  role 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    Other  projects  in  progress  include  studies  of  the  flora 
and  fauna  of  the  Dry  Tortugas,  assessment  of  disturbance  effects  on  aquatic  animals, 
inventory  of  vertebrates  of  the  Everglades  National  Park,  and  investigations  of  mercury 
transfer  through  Everglades  aquatic  food  webs.    Coordinated  long-term  monitoring  of  coral 
reefs  at  Dry  Tortugas  National  Park  and  Biscayne  Bay  National  Park  will  begin  shortly. 

Question:    How  would  you  use  the  increase  of  $1.5  million  for  the  Everglades?-- 
What  is  the  base  to  which  it  is  being  added? 

Answer:    The  Everglades  Ecosystem  and  other  habitats  of  South  Florida  have  been 
significantly  altered  by  rapid  human  population  growth,  hydrological  manipulations,  land-use 
changes  and  agricultural  practices.    Because  of  the  severity  of  the  ecological  problems,  the 
White  House  Office  of  Environmental  Policy  has  identified  this  ecosystem  for  priority 
consideration.    In  FY  1994,  NBS  proposed  an  initiative  in  which  it  would  play  an  integral, 
catalytic  role  in  restoration  of  the  South  Florida/Everglades  Ecosystem.    Through  the  Science 
Sub-Group,  existing  sources  of  information  on  South  Florida  will  be  catalogued,  information 
gaps  identified,  and  appropriate  storage  systems  designed  and  developed.    New  funding  will 
be  used  to  develop  regional  scale  ecosystem  and  hydrologic  models  to  quantify  whole-system 
responses  across  trophic  levels  in  the  Everglades.   These  models  will  be  used  to  evaluate 
alternatives  that  must  be  available  by  1998  to  provide  input  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers'  review  of  the  overall  Central  and  South  Florida  project.   This  increase  also  will  be 
used  to  develop  a  landscape  model  of  Florida  Bay,  and  investigate  human  and  natural 
impacts  to  coral  reef  systems.   Field  studies  will  lead  to  population  and  ecosystem  models 
that  will  become  components  of  the  larger  models.   NBS  will  coordinate  efforts  with  other 
Department  of  Interior  bureaus,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  State  and  local  government 
agencies  to  extend  and  enhance  the  efforts  of  the  many  agencies  working  on  protection  and 
restoration  of  South  Florida  ecosystems.   The  FY  1995  base  level  is  $1,154  million. 

Future  of  the  National  Biological  Service 

Question:    Last  week  the  Republicans  on  the  House  Budget  Committee  released  an 
illustrative  list  of  the  type  of  actions  that  will  be  necessary  to  achieve  the  level  of  savings 
needed  to  balance  the  budget  by  2002  and  provide  a  $200  billion  tax  cut.    One  of  the 
suggested  actions  was  the  dissolution  of  the  National  Biological  Service,  which  they  estimate 
could  save  $326  million  over  five  years.    Detail  for  the  Committee  the  types  of  activities  that 
would  be  lost  if  this  suggestion  were  to  be  followed,  and  the  impact  as  you  see  it  on  research 
efforts  within  the  Department  of  Interior, 

Answer:   The  effect  of  this  proposal  would  be  to  severely  reduce  the  ability  to 
provide  decision-makers.  Federal,  State  and  private,  with  sound  scientific  input  for  decisions, 
and  would  force  closure  of  a  significant  number  of  science  centers  and  field  stations. 

This  proposal  would  abolish  the  NBS  and  transfer  between  $98  and  $103  million  to  other 
bureaus  within  the  Department.    As  presented,  only  activities  and  programs  conducted  under 
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the  NBS  "Research"  and  "Cooperative  Research  Unit"  budget  activities  would  be  continued 
in  other  bureaus.    All  other  research  and  related  activities,  technical  support,  research  center 
operating  and  maintenance  budgets,  and  administrative  support  would  be  terminated.    Prior  to 
establishment  of  the  NBS,  these  activities  and  related  funding  were  carried  in  "research" 
budget  activities. 

In  this  scenario,  the  transferred  research  program  would  be  overseen  by  agencies  with 
regulatory  and  managerial  responsibilities,  resulting  in  a  lack  of  clear  distinction  between  the 
roles  of  science  and  policies  in  DOI  decisions.    Quite  possibly  it  would  result  in  decreased 
access  to  the  scientific  data  behind  DOI  management  and  policy  decisions. 

Intra-  and  interagency  consultation  and  cooperation  on  designing  and  using  scientific 
technical  support  and  data  that  has  been  initiated  in  NBS  would  come  to  an  end  as  the 
remaining  program  elements  were  returned  to  their  original  bureaus.    The  potential 
economies  resulting  from  sharing  scientific  data  would  be  lost.    Efforts  underway  to  provide 
scientific  and  technical  support  to  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  museums  and  other 
organizations  with  large  repositories  of  valuable  information  would  be  terminated,  as  would 
outreach  to  the  private  sector.    Development  of  an  accessible  biological  information  database 
available  on  the  Internet  would  be  terminated.    Termination  of  these  efforts  undertaken  by 
NBS  would  mean  that  regulatory  and  management  decisions  would  be  made  with  greatly 
reduced  scientific  information. 

Question:    —The  Budget  Committee  specifically  targets  inventory  and  monitoring,  and 
information  transfer  as  activities  that  could  be  eliminated.    What  would  be  lost  if  this 
recommendation  were  implemented,  especially  with  regard  to  your  partnerships  with  the 
States  concerning  biological  data  sharing?    Do  you  think  it  likely  the  States  would  devote 
their  own  resources  to  these  activities  if  the  Federal  funding  is  terminated? 

Answer:    Inventory  and  monitoring  (I&M)  and  information  transfer  (IT)  activities 
provide  critical  biological  information  used  directly  by  natural  resource  management 
decision-makers,  and  by  scientists  responsible  for  investigating  the  cause  and  prescribing 
solutions  to  resource  problems.    If  these  activities  were  eliminated,  the  following  is  a  brief 
description  of  the  functions,  services,  and  programs  that  would  no  longer  be  available. 

Inventory  activities  includes  the  collection,  aggregation,  synthesis,  and  display  of  both 
existing  and  new  biological  data  and  information.    It  also  includes  catalogs  of  biological 
information,  species  inventories,  and  ecosystem  mapping.    Examples  of  inventory  activities 
include:  GAP  Analysis  Program,  Aquatic  GAP,  vegetation  mapping  program  for  over  200 
parks  in  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the  National  Water  Quality  Assessment  Program 
(NAWQA).    Monitoring  activities  are  important  for  identifying  trends  in  biota  or  changing 
ecological  conditions.    NBS  conducts  some  national  scale  monitoring  programs  for  select 
taxa  and  their  habitats,  including:  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey;  North  American  Bird  Banding 
System,  Great  Lakes  Fisheries/Contaminants  Monitoring  and  the  activities  of  the  National 
Ecological  Surveys  Team. 


664 


Information  transfer  (IT)  activities  include  working  with  Federal,  State  and  non-govemmental 
partners  to  identify  and  transfer  scientific  findings.    Technical  assistance,  referrals  to  experts 
or  to  cited  literature,  workshops,  synthesis  documents,  model  development,  interactive 
software,  GIS,  user  needs  surveys,  and  traditional  library  services  are  among  the  information 
transfer  techniques  employed.    Specific  examples  of  IT  activities  include:  coordination  of  sea 
lamprey  research  funded  by  the  Great  Lakes  Fishery  Commission;  providing  information  to 
Federal,  State,  and  non-government  entities  concerning  the  occurrence  and  distribution  of 
non-indigenous,  aquatic  nuisance  species;  development  of  digital  spatial  databases,  integrate 
existing  GIS  databases,  archive  and  maintain  records,  and  provide  analyses  for  wetland  loss 
and  habitat  change  in  coastal  Louisiana;    and  fumishment  of  field  and  laboratory  assistance 
to  Federal  and  State  wildlife  land  managers  in  the  diagnosis  and  prevention  of  wildlife 
diseases. 

Parmership  arrangements  with  N6S  will  not  only  facilitate  States'  serving  their  vast  amounts 
of  biological  data  on  the  NBII,  it  will  also  provide  the  States  with  access  to  these  other 
important  sources  of  information.    If  funds  were  terminated  to  support  State  partnerships,  a 
vital  component  of  the  NBS  mission  would  be  diminished.    NBS  views  its  State 
constituencies  as  a  key  link  to  understanding  biological  resources,  realizing  that  much 
valuable  science  information  is  housed  in  State  agencies  at  considerable  cost.    Most  States 
are  just  beginning  to  bridge  the  gap  between  their  science  needs  and  funding.    States  would 
not  be  able  to  devote  their  own  resources  to  the  full  complement  of  these  needs  as  evidenced 
by  the  intense  response  to  our  developing  science  partnership  and  the  benefits  of  National 
Standards  and  integration  would  be  lost. 

Question:  —Facilities  operations  and  maintenance  is  another  activity  the  Budget 
Committee  thinks  should  be  abolished.    Again,  what  do  you  see  as  the  impact  of  a 
termination  of  funding  here?    Do  you  think  the  States  would  pick  up  any  of  this  funding  if 
the  Federal  government  drops  out? 

Answer:    Loss  of  operating  and  facility  maintenance  funds  would  force  closure  of 
several  NBS  science  centers  in  order  to  ensure  that  those  that  remained  were  funded  at  a 
level  sufficient  to  operate  effectively.    To  do  otherwise  —  to  attempt  to  retain  all  centers  at 
greatly  reduced  funding  levels  --  would  cripple  all  operations  at  all  centers.    It  is  highly 
unlikely  that  the  States  would  pick  up  any  of  this  funding  if  the  Federal  government 
eliminates  funding. 

Question:    —The  NBS  has  prepared  a  State  and  Congressional  district  report  that 
allocates  the  N^S  budget  among  the  States.    Is  it  possible  to  prepare  a  similar  report 
portraying  how  a  reduction  of  approximately  $65  million  annually  would  be  distributed 
among  the  States? 

Answer:    Preparation  of  a  revised  State  and  Congressional  district  report  showing  a 
reduction  of  $65  million  annually  would  take  months  and  could  not  be  produced  with 
accurate  data  until  the  outcome  of  Congressional  action  was  known  and  final  decisions  made 
on  which  facilities  and  programs  are  retained.    The  NBS  devotes  a  substantial  amount  of 
funding  each  year  to  peer-reviewed  projects,  competitively  awarded  projects,  and  one-year 
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funding  projects.    These  programs/projects  include  State  Partnerships,    internal  base 
redirection  program.  Species  at  Risk,  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure,  State 
Partnerships,  National  Resource  Preservation  Program,  and  Quick  Response  projects. 
Because  of  the  large  amount  of  funding  that  could  potentially  change  each  year  in  any  given 
State  and  Congressional  District  due  to  these  programs,  and  also  because  of  the  re- 
prioritization  that  would  be  required  to  absorb  a  $65  million  reduction  (over  one  third  of  the 
NBS  budget),  it  is  not  possible  to  breakdown  the  funding  reduction  by  State  and 
Congressional  district  at  this  time. 

However,  if  NBS  were  forced  to  take  a  $65  million  reduction,  our  choice  would  be  to  retain 
excellence  at  a  smaller  number  of  field  facilities,  rather  than  equally  reduce  and  thereby 
equally  cripple  all  facilities.    Thus,  faced  with  a  30  percent  reduction  in  funds  we  would 
close  approximately  one  third  of  our  facilities  with  a  commensurate  reduction  of  our  efforts 
in  affected  congressional  districts. 

Research  on  Endangered  Species 

Question:    One  of  the  major  elements  of  the  National  Biological  Service's  research 
program  is  the  work  done  on  endangered  species,  for  which  $10,975,000  is  budgeted  in 
1996.    According  to  the  justifications,  the  "NBS  has  initiated  a  program  to  investigate  species 
believed  to  be  at  risk  that  have  been  placed  on  the  Endangered  Species  candidate  list  to 
clarify  their  status.    This  research  will  result  in  better  information,  potentially  allowing  the 
removal  of  species  from  candidate  lists."    Explain  in  more  detail  how  the  "Species  at  Risk 
Initiative"  works,  giving  specific  examples  of  certain  species  being  studied. 

Answer:    NBS  has  established  a  Success  with  Species  at  Risk  Initiative  to  develop 
scientific  information  on  the  status  and  trends  of  sensitive  ecosystems  and  species, 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  relationship  of  habitats  to  abundance  and  distribution,  and 
with  special  emphasis  on  producing  information  needed  by  or  useful  to  public  and  private 
land  managers.   The  goal  is  to  fund  projects,  on  a  wide  range  of  species,  that  will  generate 
information  and  alternatives  that  lead  to  the  stabilization  of  declining  populations  of  sensitive 
species,  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  for  additional  listings  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  and/or  allow  delisting  of  species  currently  included  on  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Category  2  species  list.    This  initiative  is  conducted  in  furtherance  of  the  Secretary's 
obligations  under  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (16  USC  742a-742j,  as  amended)  and 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  USC  661-667e,  as  amended). 

Through  a  Federal  Register  Notice  for  this  initiative,  NBS  has  invited  proposals  from  State 
agencies,  private  and  industry  groups,  academic  institutions,  and  Native  American  Tribes  and 
Nations.    For  FY  1995,  funding  available  is  approximately  $1  million.    Proposals  will  be 
evaluated  by  NBS  scientists  with  respect  to  their  scientific  merit,  partnership  opportunities, 
quality  of  investigators  and  institutions,  potential  for  ecosystem  and  landscape  benefits, 
potential  for  conservation  agreements,  possibilities  for  cost  sharing,  and  potential  for 
successful  completion  in  1995.    Information  developed  by  this  initiative  is  made  available  to 
assist  Federal,  State,  and  other  land  managers  in  their  decisions  regarding  protection  of 
sensitive  species  and  habitats  and  to  facilitate  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  status  evaluations. 
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For  example,  in  partnership  with  the  International  Paper  Company  developed  during  the 
Fiscal  Year  1994  portion  of  this  initiative,  NBS  is  conducting  investigations  and  providing 
technical  advice  on  management  of  timberlands  in  Alabama  and  Mississippi  to  help  conserve 
the  white-topped  pitcher  plant  (Sarracenia  leucophylla),  a  Category  2  species  of  concern 
owing  to  international  commerce  in  its  foliage.    This  research  is  leading  to  a  better 
understanding  of  the  habitat  requirements  of  this  plant  and  will  likely  result  in  revised 
management  plans  which  contribute  conservation  of  the  plant  by  surveying  habitat  on  IP 
lands  from  degradation  without  interfering  with  timber  management  and  harvest  practices. 
Here  we  have  found  a  solution  outside  the  regulatory  context  -  both  business  and  the 
environment  win.    In  addition,  we  are  working  with  Champion  International  on  a  project  on 
their  lands  in  Tennessee  and  beginning  discussions  with  Georgia  Pacific  as  well.    NBS  is 
clearly  demonstrating  that  it  can  provide  the  information  needed  by  private  landowners  so 
that  they  have  the  management  flexibility  to  protect  species  and  continue  development. 

Ecosystem  Research 

Question:    Page  49  of  the  justification  indicates  that  in  the  ecosystems  subactivity, 
"research  was  initiated  on  effects  of  habitat  alterations  (hydropower  facilities,  low  head 
dams)  on  riverine  species  such  as  paddle  fish;  relationships  between  declining  populations  of 
fish  and  native  mussels;  and  the  life  history  of  pallid  sturgeon  and  its  role  in  large  river 
ecosystems".    Which  Department  of  the  Interior  bureau  requested  this  research?   What  is  the 
ultimate  aim  of  the  research  and  where  do  you  stand  with  research  accomplished  to  date? 

Answer:    These  studies  were  requested  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS). 
With  the  large  number  of  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  hydropower  projects  that 
will  require  relicensing  in  the  near  future,   FWS  particularly  needs  information  on  how  to 
make  these  projects  more  suitable  to  fishery  resources. 

The  paddle  fish  is  a  species  of  special  concern  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
Restoration  of  paddle  fish  populations  is  a  shared  goal  of  many  State  and  Federal  resource 
management  agencies.    The  aim  of  this  research  is  to  determine  the  factors  that  limit  the 
movement,  survival,  and  reproduction  of  paddle  fish.    Accomplishments  to  date  include 
development  of  surgical  techniques  for  implanting  radio  transmitters  in  paddle  fish,  testing 
and  validation  of  tracking  procedures,  and  tracking  of  tagged  individuals. 

Research  on  the  relationship  between  declining  populations  of  fish  and  native  mussels  is 
designed  to  determine  the  effects  of  sedimentation  on  fish  and  mussel  populations  in  rivers  in 
Florida,  Georgia  and  Alabama.    Accomplishments  to  date  include  development  of  a 
Geographic  Information  System  to  examine  the  causal  relationships  between  sediment 
loading  and  mussel  distribution  patterns  and  population  trends  in  the  Apalachicola  River 
drainage. 

Research  on  pallid  sturgeon  is  designed  to  address  critical  data  gaps  necessary  for  the 
effective  implementation  of  pallid  sturgeon  recovery  and  restoration  strategies  in  the  lower 
Missouri  and  middle  Mississippi  Rivers.    Objectives  include  determining  movement  and 
habitat  selection/use  of  pallid  sturgeon  in  the  Lower  Missouri  River,  providing  basic  early 
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life  history  information  for  pallid  sturgeon,  and  determining  current  population,  distribution, 
and  reproductive  status  of  pallid  sturgeon.    Accomplishments  to  date  include  conducting  an 
interagency  workshop  to  assess  data  needs  and  approaches  for  studying  movements  and 
habitat  selection  of  pallid  sturgeon,  development  of  new  bio-telemetry  equipment  and 
technologies  that  address  the  unique  research  and  monitoring  needs  on  the  lower  Missouri 
River,  establishment  of  an  expansive  remotely  operated  biotelemetry  network  on  the  Missouri 
River,  and  initiation  of  telemetry  studies  with  wild  captured  and  hatchery  reared  sturgeon. 

Socioeconomic  Dimensions  of  Ecosystem  Management 

Question:    The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  includes  an  increase  of  $600,000  for  the 
socioeconomic  dimensions  of  ecosystem  management.    The  narrative  justification  mentions 
there  have  been  a  number  of  "ecological  train  wrecks"  that  could  have  been  avoided  if  a 
better  social  science  program  had  been  in  place    Please  give  the  Committee  an  example  or 
two  of  the  type  of  ecological  problems  that  could  have  been  avoided.    Also,  please  explain 
how  research  in  this  area  is  accomplished.    Are  there  any  particular  areas  or  ecosystems 
where  you  intend  to  do  this  research  in  1995  and  1996?   The  justifications  indicate  (page  63) 
that  this  effort  will  be  coordinated  with  other  Federal  agencies.    Please  indicate  what  other 
Federal  agencies  are  involved  and  how  their  research  compares  and  contrasts  with  yours. 

Answer:    Designating  critical  habitat  for  the  northern  spotted  owl  and  policies  for 
controlling  visitor  use  on  public  lands  around  Moab,  Utah,  that  conflicted  with  local 
institutions'  abilities  to  deal  with  massive  shifts  in  recreation  use,  are  examples  of  clashes 
that  might  have  been  avoided  or  lessened  had  timely  and  comprehensive  social,  economic, 
and  institutional  data  been  available.    This  type  of  information  is  vital  for  developing 
analyses  and  alternatives  for  sustaining  human  communities  while  maintaining  viable 
ecosystems. 

Ecosystem/socioeconomic  research  will  provide  decision  makers  with  information  linking 
past  and  current  management  practices  to  the  public's  perception  of  management  impacts. 
Generally,  it  involves  consultations  with  managers  of  Federal,  State  and  Local  government 
and  agencies  to  identify  future  problem  areas.    Based  on  the  consultations,  a  study  plan  is 
developed  to  evaluate  trends  in  social  perceptions  and  human  attitudes  toward  resource-use 
options.    Socioeconomic  research  also  involves  the  development  of  techniques  to  value  non- 
market  benefits  and  environmental  amenities  and  to  estimate  regional  economic  impacts  of 
policy  alternatives. 

NBS  social  scientists  at  our  Midcontinent  Ecological  Science  Center  have  begun  research 
planning  for  an  interdisciplinary  social  science  study  of  the  Colorado  Plateau  ecosystem 
involving  31  counties  in  Utah,  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  Colorado.    This  effort  is  aimed  at 
assisting  Federal,  State,  and  local  decision  makers  in  finding  ways  to  work  cooperatively 
toward  sustainable  human  communities  and  a  sustainable  Colorado  Plateau  ecosystem. 
Issues  include  changing  patterns  in  human  use  of  Federal  and  State  lands,  local  options  for 
attracting  and  managing  residential  growth,  and  changing  demographics  resulting  from 
migration  into  the  region.    Study  plans  have  been  coordinated  with  local  government 
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managers  and  have  undergone  extensive  peer  review.   The  NBS  studies  will  provide  vital 
linkages  between  public  needs  and  agency  management  commitments. 

Cooperative  planning  is  essential  to  successful  socioeconomic  planning  and  the  Colorado 
Plateau  study  serves  as  a  good  illustration  of  how  this  can  be  achieved.    For  this  study,  the 
Canyon  Country  Partnership  has  been  established  which  includes  the  National  Park  Service, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  County 
governments  and  local  citizen  groups.    NBS  is  responding  directly  to  research  needs  of  State 
and  local  government.    They  in  turn  contribute  to  NBS  work  by  recommending  appropriate 
fields  of  study,  identifying  local  data  sources,  and  providing  a  review  function. 

Great  Lakes  Science  Center 

Question:    The  1996  budget  includes  $1.7  million  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Great 
Lakes  Science  Center.    What  is  the  status  of  the  Center's  physical  plant,  and  what  is  the  long 
term  future  of  the  Center  if  this  funding  is  not  provided? 

Answer:    The  Great  Lakes  Science  Center  is  structurally  and  architecturally  in 
excellent  condition.    However,   the  building's  mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing  systems 
are  original  to  the  building,  have  not  been  modified  or  upgraded  since  1965  and  are 
deteriorated.    Due  to  the  condition  of  building  systems,  prevalence  of  health  and  safety 
concerns  and  high  annual  maintenance  and  cyclical  repair  costs,  the  NBS  considers  the  Great 
Lakes  Facility  as  a  priority  for  closure. 
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HONORABLE  NORMAN  R.  DICKS 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Habitat  Research 

Question;  As  a  result  of  the  establishment  of  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS), 
do  you  believe  that  the  Interior  Department  is  now  developing  and  delivering  better  science 
on  species  and  their  interrelationship  with  their  habitat? 

Answer;    Yes,  but  it  must  be  emphasized  that  NBS  is  still  in  its  formative  stages,  and 
it  will  be  perhaps  two  or  three  more  years  before  many  of  the  expected  benefits  begin  to 
appear.    Most  of  our  projects  take  at  least  five  years  from  planning  to  completion,  and 
perhaps  70-80  percent  of  ongoing  activities  were  planned  and  initiated  before  the  formation 
of  NBS.    We  intend  to  continue  to  fulfill  past  commitments  to  the  agencies  from  which  NBS 
came,  and  changes  in  some  areas  will  be  gradual  and  not  easily  perceptible.    Despite  the 
slowness  of  changes,  the  benefits  of  the  establishment  of  NBS  are  becoming  increasingly 
apparent.    Our  scientists  have  a  wider  range  of  colleagues  v^ath  a  diverse  array  of 
experiences,  capabilities  and  interests,  and  the  availability  of  this  broader  range  of  expertise 
has  naturally  led  to  higher  quality,  more  appropriate  science.    Moreover,  we  have  met  with 
representatives  from  the  bureaus  who  will  be  the  users  of  the  information  we  produce  in  a 
series  of  workshops.    These  workshops  have  provided  an  excellent  opportunity  to  see  the 
differences  and  the  commonalities  of  the  needs  of  the  various  resource  management  bureaus, 
and  have  led  both  managers  and  scientists  to  a  better  understanding  of  the  scope  of  the 
problems  with  which  NBS  must  deal.    Finally,  we  have  instituted  a  number  of  programs 
designed  to  promote  and  emphasize  integrative  research— that  is,  research  that  mobilizes  the 
capabilities  of  a  number  of  disciplines  and  specialties,  both  inside  and  outside  NBS,  to  large 
or  complex  problems  in  natural  resource  conservation.    NBS  is  moving  ahead  in  a  great 
number  of  areas  to  improve  the  scope,  quality,  and  significance  of  science,  and  the  above 
examples  are  but  a  small  part  of  a  program  that  we  expect  to  produce  significant  payoffs  in 
the  future. 

Difference  between  NBS  and  Seven  Original  Parent  Bureaus 

Question;    What  does  the  NBS  do  differently  than  would  have  been  done  if  its 
functions  had  stayed  in  the  original  agencies  and  bureaus? 

Answer;    A  key  factor  that  distinguishes  NBS  from  previous  DOI  science  activities  is 
die  independence  of  science  from  regulatory  decisions.    As  a  result  of  this  change,  NBS 
science  is  viewed  as  a  resource  by  both  regulators  and  others,  rather  than  being  perceived  as 
substantiating  one  position  or  another. 

Major  differences  in  operating  style  also  are  apparent  in  NBS'  interaction  with  the  various 
DOI  bureaus.    Previously,  each  agency's  research  program  focused  primarily,  if  not 
exclusively,  on  the  issues  and  resources  of  a  single  bureau.    With  the  creation  of  NBS, 
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scientists  formerly  in  one  agency  are  working  much  more  closely  with  scientists  from  other 
DOI  bureaus.    In  doing  so,  they  are  discovering  that  they  each  were  attempting  to  solve 
similar  problems,  independently,  or  that,  by  working  together  on  related  issues  or  lands,  they 
can  solve  larger  and  more  complex  problems.    Similarly,  N6S  has  begun  working  with  DOI 
bureaus  on  identifying  priority  science  needs,  both  individually  and  on  a  group  basis.    In 
doing  so,  managers  are  also  discovering  similarities  in  resource  issues  and  science  needs.    In 
this  way,  NBS  can  serve  the  needs  of  multiple  bureaus  with  a  single  project;  previously, 
several  projects  in  several  bureaus  would  have  been  required. 

Development  of  a  strategy  for  improving  access  to  biological  information  would  not  have 
arisen  had  the  separate  elements  now  in  NBS  not  been  joined  in  a  critical  mass.    The  concept 
of  the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  (NBII)  is  one  that  arose  out  of  the 
recognition  that  multiple  bureaus. 

NBS  is  working  with  State  agencies,  including  fish  and  game  agencies,  heritage  programs. 
State  museums  and  biological  surveys,  and  others,  to  assist  them  in  identifying  and  meeting 
their  common  science  needs,  and  in  improving  information  access. 

NBS  has  also  pioneered  the  development  of  regional  science  collaboration.    In  South  Florida, 
for  example,  NBS  co-chairs  a  group  that,  for  the  first  time,  is  developing  a  coherent  and 
systematic  accounting  of  what  biological  and  ecological  information  exists  on  the  region,  and 
explicitly  linking  the  scientific  activities  of  Federal  agencies  to  the  major  issues  being 
debated  by  managers  (e.g.  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  review  of  the  Central  and  South  Florida 
Project). 

Research 

Question;    What  kind  of  research  has  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  done  that 
has  led  to  practical  solutions  to  natural  resource  management  problems? 

Answer:   NBS  research  focuses  on  providing  practical  solutions.   There  are  many 
examples,  such  as  wildlife  health  research  in  which  we  provide  many  practical  products  to 
resource  managers  permitting  them  to  identify  disease  outbreaks  in  the  field  and  to  respond 
with  appropriate  actions  to  minimize  further  spread.    Training,  manuals,  diagnostic  services, 
and  dispatching  wildlife  disease  specialists  to  field  sites  are  all  practical  kinds  of  help  given 
to  resource  managers.    The  ultimate  goal,  however,  is  not  merely  to  respond  to  disease 
outbreaks,  but  to  recognize  when  they  are  likely  to  occur  and  to  take  appropriate  preventative 
actions.     For  example,  outbreaks  of  avian  cholera  are  responsible  for  the  deaths  of  tens  of 
thousands  of  waterbirds  annually,  and  it  is  known  that  these  outbreaks  are  associated  with 
certain  environmental  conditions.    But  the  precise  conditions  that  predispose  an  area  to 
cholera  outbreaks  is  not  known.    In  order  to  provide  managers  with  useful  predictors  of 
outbreaks  scientists  must  first  develop  techniques  for  identifying  infected  birds  that  are 
carriers  of  the  disease,  and  they  must  understand  the  ecology  and  life  requirements  of  the 
microbial  agent  responsible  for  the  disease.    This  requires  a  series  of  laboratory  and  field 
studies  laying  the  ground  work  for  development  of  a  practical  test  or  series  of  tests  by  which 
mangers  can  predict  a  likely  cholera  outbreak.    Comparable  situations  exist  across  the  entire 
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range  of  NBS  activities,  from  providing  FWS  with  information  on  designs  to  permitting  fish 
passage  around  dams,  to  providing  NPS  the  best  means  of  controlling  excessive  deer 
populations,  to  advising  BLM  on  protection  of  riparian  areas  needed  for  fish  and  wildlife. 

Independent  Research 

Question:    Why  do  you  think  that  is  important  to  separate  the  regulators  from  the 
researchers? 

Answer:    Independence  from  regulators  is  critical  if  there  is  to  be  a  clear  distinction 
between  the  factual  and  scientific  basis  for  decisions,  and  the  legal,  policy,  and  management 
judgments  that  build  upon  that  factual  base.    The  science  underlying  decisions  must  be  free 
from  any  perception  that  it  is  performed  in  service  of  any  specific  outcome,  and  access  to  all 
factual  and  scientific  material  must  be  free  and  open,  regardless  of  one's  position  in  a 
regulatory  or  management  matter.    In  addition,  independence  from  direct  supervision  by 
regulatory  and  management  agencies  allows  NBS  scientists  to  focus  not  simply  on  the  "crisis 
of  the  moment",  but  to  devote  some  of  their  attention  to  developing  predictive  tools  to  help 
managers  avoid  the  next  crisis. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  in  promoting  independence  of  science  from  regulation,  NBS  is  not 
supporting  irrelevance  of  science  to  regulatory  and  management  issues.    On  the  contrary, 
NBS  has  established  both  formal  and  informal  mechanisms  to  ensure  communication  and 
responsiveness  at  the  local,  regional,  and  national  levels  to  the  needs  of  DOI  managers. 

Volunteers 

Question:    Please  tell  us  about  the  volunteer  services  used  by  the  NBS.    Do  they  save 
the  taxpayers  money? 

Answer:    For  many  years,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Park 
Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  used  the  services  of  volunteers  to  carry 
out  many  activities  in  support  of  their  missions.    Their  ability  to  do  so  is  based  on  authority 
provided  by  the  Congress  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  accept  volunteer  services  that  aid 
activities  or  programs  conducted  by  the  Secretary  through  those  agencies.    The  authority  for 
NBS  to  use  volunteer  services  stems  from  their  use  in  aid  of  programs  of  the  FWS,  NPS,  and 
BLM. 

On    January  5,  1995,  Secretary  Babbitt  issued  Secretarial  Order  No.  3185  which  clarified 
NBS's  use  of  volunteers.    The  Order  States,  "The  NBS  uses  only  trained  and  qualified 
volunteers.    No  NBS  volunteers  may  enter  private  property  unless  authorized  by  an  NBS 
supervisor  with  the  approval  of  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  occupant.    All  information 
collected  by  NBS  volunteers  will  be  verified  by  the  supervisor  or  another  qualified  NBS 
employee." 

Thousands  of  volunteers  spend  hundreds  of  thousands  of  hours  performing  functions  which 
otherwise  would  cost  the  Federal  government  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars.    In  the  last 
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year  for  which  data  are  available,  FY  93,  over  6,000  volunteers  spent  over  460,000  hours 
conducting  activities  now  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  NBS.  This  represents  a  substantial 
cost  savings  to  the  taxpayer. 

Some  examples  of  the  types  of  NBS  volunteer  activities  include: 

•  The  Breeding  Bird  Survey  (BBS),  which  is  the  largest  continent-wide,  international 
effort  to  gather  data  on  a  group  of  North  American  species.   This  survey  has  been 
done  for  almost  30  years,  and  data  in  it  is  used  by  States  for  managing  species  and 
their  habitats. 

•  Volunteers  at  the  Leetown,  West  Virginia  Research  Center  provide  information  on  the 
NBS  mission  and  program  activities,  as  well  as  assisting  handicapped  individuals  in 
fishing  activities. 

•  More  than  55  student  volunteers  per  year  have  been  contributing  4,000  hours  annually 
to  waterfowl  surveys  and  studies  of  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  northern  Great  Plains. 
They  join  State  game  and  fish  personnel,  FWS  employees,  and  staff  of 
nongovernmental  organizations  such  as  Ducks  Unlimited  in  gathering  data. 

Question.    Does  the  use  of  volunteers  in  any  way  cause  unwarranted  intrusions  on 
private  property? 

Answer:    No.    In  fact,  Secretarial  Order  No.  3185,  issued  on  January  5,  1995, 
prohibits  volunteers  from  entering  private  property  unless  authorized  by  an  NBS  supervisor 
with  the  approval  of  the  land  owner,  lessee,  or  other  occupant. 

Interim  Directive  No.  13  issued  by  Director  Pulliam  on  January  12,  1995  further  specifies 
that,  "No  NBS  volunteer  may  enter  private  property  unless  authorized  by  the  supervisor. 
For  data  collection  activities,  volunteers  are  required  to  provide  unbiased  and  objective 
information  to  the  supervisor.     All  information  collected  by  NBS  volunteers  is  considered 
provisional  until  verified  by  the  supervisor  or  other  qualified  NBS  employee."    Supervisors 
of  volunteers  "are  responsible  for  obtaining  appropriate  permission  to  enter  private  property, 
and  to  advise  the  volunteers  under  their  supervision  regarding  private  property  they  can 
enter." 
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Question:    Are  the  volunteers  adequately  trained  to  perform  their  duties? 

Answer:    Yes.    MBS  has  issued  strict  guidelines  governing  the  use  of  volunteers  to 
carry  out  activities  in  support  of  its  mission.     Secretarial  Order  No.  3185,  issued  on  January 
S,  1995,  States,  "The  N6S  uses  only  trained  and  qualified  volunteers." 

Interim  Directive  No.  13,  issued  by  Director  Puiliam  on  January  12,  1995,  prescribes  training 
and  supervision  for  NBS  volunteers.    Training  must  include: 

•  An  overview  of  the  mission  and  functions  of  the  NBS 

•  The  duties  and  responsibilities  to  be  carried  out  by  the  volunteer 

•  Pertinent  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  to  be  followed 

•  A  list  of  people  to  contact  to  obtain  information,  get  help,  or  answer  questions 

Authority 

Question:    Describe  the  functions  fulfilled  by  the  NBS  which  are  part  of  the  Federal 
Government's  responsibilities  under  the  Public  Trust  Doctrine  and  Congressional  Mandates— 
for  example,  a  responsibility  for  migratory  birds  that  dates  back  to  a  treaty  signed  with 
Canada  in  1916? 

Answer:    NBS  conducts  all  its  functions  under  specific  authorities  granted  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  laws  already  in  existence  when  the  Secretary  created  the  NBS. 
The  Secretary's  authority  to  reorganize  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  stems  principally  from  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of  1950,  64  Stat.  1262,  which  also 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  delegate  his  functions  to  any  other  officer,  agency,  or  employee  of 
the  Department.     The  Public  Trust  Doctrine,  however,  is  not  directly  applicable  here,  as  it  is 
generally  viewed  as  running  to  State  or  local  responsibilities  and  not  to  Federal  agencies. 
State  and  local  authorities  must  act  consistent  with  Federal  authorities. 

There  are  five  primary  statutes  which  authorize  NBS,  through  authority  delegated  by  the 
Secretary,  to  carry  out  its  functions: 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  March  10,  1934,  48  Stat.  401,  16  USC  sections  661 
et.  seq.  (Public  Law  79-732).    Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  prepare  plans  to  protect  wildlife 
resources,  to  conduct  surveys  on  public  lands,  and  to  accept  funds  or  lands  for  related 
purposes;  authorizes  the  investigation  and  reporting  of  proposed  Federal  actions  that  affect 
the  development,  protection,  rearing,  and  stocking  of  all  species  of  wildlife  and  their  habitat 
in  controlling  losses,  minimizing  damages,  and  providing  recommendations  to  minimize 
impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (16  USC  742(a)-742d,  742e-742j-2).    Authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  conduct  investigations,  prepare  and  disseminate  information,  and  make  periodic 
reports  to  the  public  regarding  the  availability  and  abundance  and  the  biological  requirements 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources;  provides  a  comprehensive  national  fish  and  wildlife  policy  and 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  take  steps  required  for  the  development. 
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management,  advancement,  conservation,  and  protection  of  fisheries  and  wildlife  resources 
through  research,  acquisition  of  refuge  lands,  development  of  existing  facilities,  and  other 


Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918,  as  amended  (16  DSC  703-711). 

Implements  four  international  treaties  that  individually  affect  migratory  birds  common  to  the 
United  States,  Canada,  Mexico,  Japan,  and  the  former  Soviet  Union.     This  Act  establishes 
Federal  responsibility  for  protection  and  management  of  migratory  and  nongame  birds, 
including  the  establishment  of  season  length,  based  on  scientific  information  relative  to  zones 
of  temperature,  distribution,  abundance,  breeding  habits  and  times  and  lines  of  migratory 
flight  of  migratory  birds.     It  also  establishes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  responsibility  for 
bag  limits,  and  other  hunting  regulations,  and  issuance  of  permits  to  band,  possess  or 
otherwise  make  use  of  migratory  birds. 

Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  title  of  The  Act  of  May  25,  1900,  31  Sta.  187  (16  USC 

715).     Establishes  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission;  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  conduct  investigations  and  publish  documents  related  to  North  American 
Birds. 

Cooperative  Research  and  Training  Units  (Public  Law  86-686),  amended  by  The  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (Public  Law  95-616),  (74  Stat.  733;  16  USC  753a, 
as  amended  by  92  Stat.  3110,  section  2).     Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter 
into  cooperative  agreements  with  colleges  and  universities.  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  and 
nonprofit  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  developing  adequate,  coordinated,  cooperative 
research  and  training  programs  for  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
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Introductions 

Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  We'll  call  the  meeting  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Interior  to  order. 

I'm  very  pleased  this  morning  to  welcome  Secretary  Frampton 
and  Director  Kennedy  and  Deputy  Director  Reynolds  and  Comp- 
troller Sheaffer  and  Associate  Director  Denny  Galvin.  Where's 
Denny?  Oh,  there  he  is.  Okay. 

You  probably  deal  with  the  most  popular  subject  that  we  have 
in  this  subcommittee,  which  is  our  parks.  Everybody  loves  the 
parks.  Probably  that's  one  of  your  problems;  they're  overloving 
them  and  putting  real  demands  on  the  personnel,  as  well  as  just 
the  maintenance  and  upkeep.  I  know  I've  visited  many  myself  over 
the  years,  and  I  can  understand  that  it's  a  real  challenge. 

So,  Mr.  Director,  we'll  put  all  your  statements  in  the  record  in 
full,  and  you  can  summarize  for  the  committee. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON,  JR. 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS 

D.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

CONSIDERING  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

March  30,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
discuss  with  you  the  National  Park  Service  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996 . 
I  would  like  to  provide  my  own  overview  of  this  budget  request,  highlighting  just 
a  few  specific  areas . 

STATEMENT 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  for  the  National  Park  Service  would  increase 
by  5  percent  over  1995  to  $1,490  billion.  This  request  continues  our  strong 
support  for  effective  operation  of  parks  through  added  funding  to  address  the 
requirements  resulting  from  increased  visitation,  an  aging  infrastructure, 
complex  resource  management  issues,  and  an  increase  in  the  number  of  new  areas 
included  in  the  System.  This  budget,  in  addition,  fulfills  the  Administration's 
commitment  to  the  public  to  restore  the  South  Florida -Everglades  ecosystem.  Of 
the  $14.8  million  funding  increase  proposed  by  the  Department  for  this 
initiative,  $7.8  million  is  included  within  the  budget  request  of  the  National 
Park  Service.  This  funding  would  contribute  to  the  restoration  of  conditions 
that  would  allow  natural  processes  and  systems  to  continue  or  be  reestablished, 
and  would  provide  for  effective  long-term  management  of  water  quality,  quantity, 
and  distribution  within  this  region. 

An  issue  of  equal  importance  and  a  priority  of  the  Administration  has  been  the 
need  to  provide  safe  and  accessible  housing  to  employees  who  must  reside  in  the 
parks  where  they  work.  The  National  Park  Service  operates  and  maintains  housing 
units  for  employees  in  225  park  areas.  More  than  half  of  these  units  are  in  such 
disrepair  that  established  health  and  safety  standards  are  often  compromised. 
This  budget  will  begin  a  four-year  program  to  remove  all  trailers  currently  being 
used  by  employees,  and  to  replace  them  by  1999,  where  necessary,  with  adequate 
housing.  Necessarily,  and  with  some  urgency,  we  have  expanded  our  partnership 
program  to  include  the  private  sector  in  an  attempt  to  develop  new  means  and 
alternatives  to  address  the  housing  deficiency.  We  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  combination  of  private  and  public  efforts  will  also  stimulate  more  creative 
housing  solutions. 

This  budget  also  continues  implementation  of  the  President's  reinventing 
government  initiative.  Guided  by  the  need  to  downsize  the  workforce  and  reduce 
overall  costs  to  the  Federal  Government,  the  National  Park  Service  is  proposing 
to  reorganize  and  reengineer  its  management  structure.  The  new  structure  would 
remove  layers  of  oversight  and  empower  field  and  line  personnel  to  exercise 
independent  judgement  in  decision-making.  It  would  also  allow  for  the  delivery 
of  added  support  service  to  parks,  but  with  the  underlying,  implicit,  goal  of 
dramatically  improved  service  for  the  citizens  of  this  Nation.  Increased  funding 
is  being  included  in  this  budget  to  train  our  employees  to  adapt  and  function 
effectively  in  the  new  work  environment  and  to  focus  collectively  on  substantive 
and  creative  ways  to  increase  performance  and  productivity. 

As  we  move  to  reduce  the  cost  of  spending  by  the  Federal  Government,  let  us  not 
loose  sight  of  what  the  national  parks  mean  to  us  as  a  people  and  a  Nation.  The 
costs  to  maintain,  preserve,  and  protect  these  areas  are  relatively  small  when 
compared  to  the  overwhelming  benefits  realized  by  the  American  and  world  public. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ROGER  G.  KENNEDY 

DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

CONSIDERING  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

March  30,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  again 
before  this  committee,  this  time,  to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request 
of  the  National  Park  Service. 

OVERVIEW 

Our  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996  is  $1,490  billion,  which  reflects  a  net 
increase  of  $78  million,  or  5  percent,  over  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  At  this 
level,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  direct  funding  to  those  priority  programs  and 
activities  determined  in  greatest  need  of  management  emphasis.  This  request, 
additionally,  recognizes  and  reaffirms  the  commitment  of  the  Administration  to 
the  American  public,  to  park  employees,  to  park  resources,  and  to  the  land  ethic 
which  governs  and  guides  the  stewardship  mission  of  the  National  Park  Service. 
The  NPS  through  this  request  has  made  difficult  choices  about  program  priorities 
and  provides  the  funding  resources  for  a  number  of  critical  NPS  initiatives, 
specifically,  for  park  operations,  park  housing,  visitor  transportation,  and 
employee  training. 

This  budget  attempts  a  balance  between  the  requirement  to  reduce  costs  to  the 
Federal  Government  over  the  long  run,  and  the  fundamental  yet  explicit  charge  of 
our  mandate  to  preserve  and  protect  the  significant  natural,  cultural  and 
historic  resources  of  the  National  Park  System  responsibly.  The  Service's  FY 
1996  budget  proposes  $60  million  in  increased  funding  to  sustain  operations  at 
our  parks.  Included  in  the  total  is  $17  million  to  provide  an  across-the-board 
increase  of  2.4  percent  for  all  units  within  the  System  to  adjust  for  the 
inflationary  cost  of  goods  and  services  necessary  for  day-to-day  operations,  and 
to  provide  for  mandated  retirement  payments  to  current  and  future  law  enforcement 
personnel.  The  Service  would,  in  addition,  direct  $28  million  of  the  proposed 
increase  to  address  unmet  needs  at  75  specific  Park  Service  areas.  This  increase 
will  be  used  to  accommodate  growing  visitor  demand,  enhance  maintenance 
operations,  and  supply  adequate  staff  and  other  support  for  newly  established  or 
expanded  areas  such  as  those  added  through  enactment  of  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act  and  other  recent  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  are  aware,  the  housing  problem  confronting  the  National  Park 
Service  has  been  for  years  an  issue  of  growing  concern  to  NPS  managers  and  to  the 
Congress.  Mindful  of,  and  in  response  to  this  concern,  the  NPS  advances  an 
initiative  aimed  at  addressing  this  problem,  and  committing  the  resources 
required  to  accelerate  needed  improvements  in  the  housing  program.  We  are 
requesting  increased  funding  for  this  effort.  The  $25  million  proposed  increase 
in  the  emergency,  unscheduled,  and  housing  activity  will  be  used  primarily  for 
trailer  replacement  but  will,  in  addition,  provide  planning,  site  development, 
infrastructure  rehabilitation,  construction  and  other  requirements  associated 
with  the  Servicewide  Housing  Program.  Also,  if  I  might  add,  in  an  effort  to 
receive  maximum  benefit  from  the  outlay  of  Federal  funding  for  this  project,  we 
have  joined  in  a  partnership  opportunity  with  the  National  Park  Foundation  and 
others  in  the  private  sector  to  explore  other,  more  innovative,  means  of 
addressing  this  problem  in  order  to  improve  the  overall  availability  of  suitable 
housing  for  park  employees. 

This  budget  also  proposes  increased  funding  of  $9.3  million  to  upgrade  and  expand 
the  level  of  transportation  service  at  Zion  and  Grand  Canyon  National  Parks- -two 
of  our  premier  parks  that  currently  are  experiencing  overwhelming  visitation 
demands.  The  level  of  visitation  at  Grand  Canyon  has  doubled  over  the  last  ten 
years  to  4 . 4  million  people  while  the  growth  in  visitation  at  Zion  National  Park 
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has  increased  by  34  percent  to  2 . 3  million  people  during  the  same  period  (trends 
that  we  expect  will  continue) .  This  funding  will  provide  for  the  introduction 
and  expanded  use  of  mass-transit  vehicles  at  these  parks  to  enhance  visitor 
convenience,  enjoyment,  and  introduction  to  the  area  so  as  to  enlist  their  aid 
in  greater  protection  for  fragile  park  resources.  These  protections  involve  and 
relate  to  the  reduced  impact  of  noise  and  traffic  on  natural  and  cultural 
resources- -including  wildlife,  alleviation  or  reduction  of  the  affects  of 
excessive  traffic  on  road  and  other  park  infrastructure,  and  reduced  impacts  to 
water,  air  and  other  natural  systems  that  sustain  these  prominent  areas. 

Historically,  the  success  of  an  organization,  society,  or  culture  has  been  rooted 
in  the  ability  of  the  organization  and  its  personnel  to  adapt  to  internal  and 
external  changes.  The  National  Park  Service  will  undertake  in  FY  1996  a  new 
reorganization  effort.  This  new  structure  is  being  instituted  to  meet  the 
demands  of  a  diverse  park  system,  higher  visitor  use,  complex  resource  protection 
issues,  funding  shortfalls  and  the  mandate  to  reduce  Federal  employment.  To 
ensure  that  during  this  process  we  retain,  intact,  the  committed  corps  of 
dedicated  employees,  the  reputation  and  respectability  of  the  agency,  while  also 
capturing  the  intended  benefits  of  a  reengineered  management  structure  and 
increased  accountability,  it  is  essential  that  we  direct  substantial  resources 
toward  improving  the  capability  of  our  human  resources  through  increased 
training.  This  investment  should  provide  for  a  broadening  of  the  skills  level 
of  employees,  expanded  competencies  in  information  technology,  new  methods  for 
doing  work  and  serving  the  public,  and  more  importantly,  foster  a  shared  vision 
and  renewed  appreciation  for  the  important  preservation  mission  of  the  National 
Park  Service.  To  this  end,  we  are  proposing  increased  funding  of  $3.5  million 
to  address  this  need. 

Additionally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Service  in  FY  1996  would  continue  our  partnership 
assistance  to  States  through  a  request  of  $28  million  for  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  grants,  $2.3  million  for  urban  park  grants,  and  $43  million  for 
Historic  Preservation  Fund  grants.  We  also  request  funding  of  $15.2  million  for 
capital  improvements  and  related  equipment  needs  to  address  incidents  of  crime 
in  State,  urban  and  national  parks. 

HIGHLIGHTS  BY  APPROPRIATION 

The  highlights  of  the  FY  1996  budget  of  the  National  Park  Service  by 
appropriation  are: 

Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 

The  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  (ONPS)  appropriation,  which  supports 
activities,  programs,  and  services  essential  to  the  day-to-day  operation  of 
parks,  would  be  funded  in  FY  1996  at  $1.2  billion.  This  represents  an  increase 
of  $79.8  million  above  the  FY  1995  authorized  level. 

The  FY  1996  President's  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service  focuses  primarily 
on  sustaining  park  operations  at  an  acceptable  level  and  on  providing  for  other 
improvements  that  will  have  measurable  impact  on  visitor  appreciation  and  on 
resource  protections  in  the  national  parks.  Included  in  the  request  is  $60 
million  for  operational  support  to  parks  and  consists  of  a  $28  million 
programmatic  increase  which  will  be  distributed  to  75  parks  to  address  a  broad 
range  of  maintenance,  resource  and  visitor  needs.  This  funding  will,  in 
addition,  supplement  or  provide  initial  operations  funding  for  a  number  of  newly 
established  areas  such  as  the  1.4  million-acre  Mojave  National  Preserve,  Joshua 
Tree  and  Death  Valley  National  Parks,  and  New  Orleans  Jazz  National  Historical 
Park.  Within  the  total  is  $17  million  which  will  provide  a  base  funding  increase 
of  approximately  2.4  percent  for  all  currently  operational  NPS  units  to  adjust 
for  inflation  and  provide  for  other  unmet  operating  expenses. 
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This  budget  also  continues  our  effort  to  strengthen  and  enhance  our  science  and 
resource  management  capability  through  funding  of  $1.9  million  for 
professionalization  of  the  resources  management  program  and  personnel  at  parks; 
$1.0  million  for  geographic  information  systems;  $3.2  million  for  the  fifth  year 
in  a  multi-year  program  to  acquire  basic  park  inventory  data;  $2.7  million  for 
air  quality  monitoring;  $3.0  million  to  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  restoration 
project  to  enhance  and  augment  ongoing  remediation  efforts  at  four  affected  South 
Florida  parks  (Biscayne,  Everglades,  Big  Cypress,  and  Dry  Tortugas) ;  and  $500,000 
for  wilderness  protection  and  aircraft  overflight  analysis  and  coordination. 

To  advance  the  Service's  reorganization  and  restructuring  plan,  a  $5.0  million 
increase  is  proposed  within  this  appropriation  to  provide  for  the  added  costs  of 
relocating  employees  from  central  offices  to  meet  high  priority  needs  in  field 
locations.  The  NPS  proposes  the  net  elimination  of  304  FTE  in  central  offices 
and  service  centers  (most  of  which  will  be  from  the  ONPS  account  for  a  savings 
of  $9.7  million)  and  the  redirecting  of  this  savings  to  parks/field  units.  The 
$4.0  million  requested  for  implementation  of  the  reorganization  process  would 
cover  the  expense  of  relocating  approximately  150  employees  to  field  assignments 
as  proposed  by  the  NPS  reorganization  plan.  In  addition,  $1.0  million  of  the 
total  will  be  used  to  improve  information  management  utilization  and  to  expand 
ADP  end-user  administrative  support.  An  additional  $3.5  million  is  also  proposed 
for  transition  training,  which  is  essential  to  Systemwide  participation  in  the 
reorganization  process,  and  will  be  directed  for  overall  improvement  of  mission 
performance  through  application  of  technology  and  other  career  development 
strategies . 

National  Recreation  and  Preservation 

The  Service  is  requesting  $39.3  million  in  FY  1996  for  the  National  Recreation 
and  Preservation  (NR&P)  appropriation  which  reflects  a  net  decrease  of  $3.6 
million  from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  This  appropriation  provides  for  a  broad 
range  of  activities  related  to  outdoor  recreation  planning,  rivers  and  trails 
conservation,  environmental  compliance,  natural  and  historic  preservation,  and 
other  cooperative  activities. 

Increased  funding  is  proposed  for  the  following  activities:  Natural  Programs 
would  be  increased  by  $500,000  for  a  greenway  initiative  that  looks  at  ways  to 
assure  that  citizens  continue  to  have  access  to  the  outdoors;  Grants 
Administration  would  be  increased  by  $165,000  to  address  the  added  workload 
resulting  from  increased  oversight  and  review  responsibilities  for  NAGPRA  and 
other  grant  programs;  and  $405,000  for  southwest  border  environmental  programs. 
Two  programs  within  the  Statutory  and  Contractual  activity  would  receive  a 
funding  increase;  $70,000  to  initiate  support  for  the  New  Orleans  Jazz  Commission 
and  $11,000  for  operational  needs  at  Roosevelt  Campobello  International  Park 
Commission.  An  offsetting  reduction  of  $1.2  million  and  37  FTE  also  has  been 
applied  to  this  appropriation  to  factor  in  the  streamlining  and  downsizing 
requirement  contained  in  the  Service's  reorganization  and  restructuring  plan. 

Historic  Preservation  Fund 

The  National  Park  Service  in  FY  1996  is  proposing  $43  million  for  the  Historic 
Preservation  Fund  (HPF)  which  represents  an  increase  of  $1.6  million  from  the  FY 
1995  enacted  level.  This  account  provides  funding  support  for  the  preservation 
and  protection  of  historic  buildings  and  neighborhoods,  historic  engineering 
structures,  battlefields,  objects,  as  well  as  cultural  heritage.  Funding  is 
provided  through  a  matching  grants  program  to  States,  territories,  Indian  tribes, 
and  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities. 
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within  the  level  proposed  for  this  appropriation  is  an  increase  of  $1.1  million 
for  States  and  Territories  to  automate  inventories  so  that  this  information  is 
more  accessible;  and  $503,000  for  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities 
(HBCUs)  for  restoration  and  rehabilitation  of  three  historic  buildings  on  HBCU 
campuses.  Grants  to  Indian  Tribes  and  the  National  Trust  would  be  increased 
slightly  over  the  FY  1995  level. 

Construction 

The  National  Park  Service  is  proposing  a  budget  of  $179.9  million  in  FY  1996  for 
the  Construction  appropriation,  which  represents  a  net  $4.7  million  reduction 
from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  This  appropriation  provides  for  construction  of 
new  facilities,  major  rehabilitation,  utilities  upgrades,  dam  safety  projects, 
general  management  planning  and  equipment  replacement.  Within  the  total  is  an 
increase  of  $25  million  for  the  Emergency,  Unscheduled  and  Housing  Projects 
activity  that  will  enhance  our  efforts  to  accelerate  the  trailer  replacement 
program.  This  increase  supports  an  Administration  initiative  to  replace  trailer 
units  with  more  suitable  housing. 

The  line  item  activity  within  the  Construction  Program  would  be  funded  at  $94.7 
million,  a  reduction  of  $31.9  million  from  the  FY  1995  authorized  level.  The 
line  item  program  proposed  for  FY  1996  is  comprised  of  20  projects.  Included  are 
5  facility  improvement  and  construction  projects  totalling  $17.1  million;  3 
utility  system  rehabilitation  projects  totalling  $4.5  million;  4  historic 
preservation  projects  totalling  $7.6  million;  6  housing  replacement  projects 
totalling  $30.2  million;  3  natural  resource  preservation  projects  totalling  $26.0 
million;  and  2  transportation  improvement  projects  at  $9.3  million.  All  fiscal 
year  1996  projects  address  high  priority  health,  safety,  and  resources  protection 
needs.  Significant  line  item  construction  projects  to  be  undertaken  in  FY  1996 
include : 

•  +$7.6  million  at  Zion  National  Park  to  implement  visitor  transportation 
service.  The  work  will  include  acquisition  of  buses,  construction  of  a 
visitor  staging  area,  construction  of  additional  parking,  minor  road 
realignments  and  maintenance  and  vehicle  storage  areas; 

•  +$6.0  million  at  Mount  Rainier  National  Park  to  construct  replacement 
housing  for  seasonal  employees  in  order  to  mitigate  housing  shortage  and 
to  meet  accessibility,  safety,  and  other  standards; 

•  +$2.5  million  at  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  to  connect  park 
water/sewer/septic  systems  to  local  municipal  water  and  sewer  authority; 

•  +$4.0  million  at  the  Lincoln  and  Jefferson  Memorials  to  continue 
historic  preservation  treatment;  and 

•  +$7.5  million  at  Everglades  National  Park  to  continue  the  water 
delivery  improvement  effort  being  undertaken  with  the  U.S.  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  restore  the  natural  hydrological  conditions  of  the  Everglades 
basin. 

Other  activities  funded  within  this  appropriation  include  construction  planning, 
the  general  management  plan  (GMP)  and  equipment  replacement  programs.  Increased 
funding  within  the  GMP  program  would  provide  funding  for  the  first  phase  of  joint 
planning  of  the  northern  and  eastern  Mojave  Desert  ecosystem  in  southeastern 
California  and  southern  Nevada  following  the  recent  passage  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  which  established  new  areas  and  expanded  the  acreage  and 
number  of  units  of  the  National  Park  System;  the  equipment  replacement  program, 
which  in  prior  years  was  funded  under  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 
appropriation  was  transferred  to  this  account  by  Congress  in  FY  1995  and  will  be 
funded  at  $15.1  million. 
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Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Fund 

In  FY  1996,  the  NPS  is  proposing  a  $2.3  million  program  for  the  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  Fund  (ITPARR) .  These  grants  are  made  to  urban  communities  to 
support  local  park  and  recreation  programs.  An  additional  $2.7  million  is  also 
requested  for  this  program  from  the  Crime  Bill  Trust  Fund  as  specified  in  Public 
Law  103-322,  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994. 

Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance 

The  National  Park  Service  in  FY  1996  is  requesting  $82.7  million  for  the  Land 
Acquisition  and  State  Assistiuice  appropriation  which  represents  a  net  decrease 
of  $5.1  million  from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  The  FY  1996  budget  proposal  for 
the  Federal  Land  Acquisition  Program  is  $54.7  million,  including  $7.6  million  for 
acquisition  management.  The  Service  also  would  provide  a  $28  million  program 
level  for  State  grant  assistance  which  continues  this  activity  at  about  the  FY 
1995  level.  Included  within  the  total  is  $3  million  for  management  and  program 
administration  and  $25  million  for  grants  to  States.  As  with  other  accounts,  a 
reduction  of  $1.45  million  and  14  FTE  has  been  applied  to  this  appropriation  as 
part  of  the  Service's  downsizing  effort. 

Provisions  included  in  Pxiblic  Law  103-322  amended  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  to  allow  for  up  to  $15  million  of  appropriations  for  Federal  share 
grants  to  States  for  projects  in  areas  with  the  highest  rates  of  violent  crime. 
The  Service  has  proposed  and  included  within  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Programs 
appropriation,  funding  of  $7.5  million  for  State  grants  to  address  crime 
prevention  in  urban  parks. 

Violent  Crime  Reduction  Programs 

The  NPS  is  requesting  $15.2  million  in  FY  1996  for  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction 
Programs  appropriation.  Public  Law  103-322,  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law 
Enforcement  Act,  included  a  number  of  provisions  affecting  the  National  Park 
Service.  The  act  specifically  authorized  appropriations  to  reduce  crime  in  the 
national  parks,  and  authorized  appropriations  for  grants  to  improve  safety  in 
State  and  local  parks . 

Of  the  requested  funding,  $5.0  million  will  provide  for  capital  improvements, 
surveillance  equipment  and  other  support  to  reduce  violent  crime  in  the  national 
parks;  $7.5  million  in  grants  will  go  to  States  for  safety  improvements  in  urban 
parks;  and  $2.7  million  will  provide  recreation  grants  to  urban  communities  for 
programs  benefitting  "at-risk"  youth. 

In  conclusion,  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget  requests  $1.5  billion  for  our 
agency.  At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government 
Initiative,  all  Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes: 
addressing  the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input;  asking  whether  the  mission 
could  be  accomplished  as  well  or  better  without  Federal  involvement;  looking  for 
ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve  performance  through  competition;  and  ways  to  put 
customers  first,  cut  red  tape,  and  empower  employees.  We  are  actively 
participating  in  this  effort  and  will  be  keeping  the  Subcommittee  fully  apprised 
of  our  review. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer 
any  questions  you  or  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 
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BIOGRAPHY 

GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON,  JR. 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

George  T.  Frampton,  Jr.,  was  sworn  in  as  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks  by  President  Clinton  on  June  30,  1993.  Mr.  Frampton  serves 
under  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Bruce  Babbitt  and  has  policy,  budget,  and 
administrative  responsibility  for  the  National  Park  Service,  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Biological  Service. 

Before  assuming  his  current  position,  Mr.  Frampton  was  President  of  The 
Wilderness  Society  from  1986  to  1993.  Under  Mr.  Frampton' s  direction,  The 
Wilderness  Society  brought  a  new  focus  to  the  conservation  movement  in 
recognizing  that  Americans  must  work  together  to  protect  both  our  natural 
resource  base  and  our  economy.  During  his  tenure,  the  Society  focused  on 
Government  subsidies  harmful  to  the  environment  (such  as  below-cost  timber  sales 
and  the  1872  Mining  Law) ,  and  on  resource  planning  to  assist  rural  western 
communities  in  moving  toward  sustainable  local  economies.  For  example,  Mr. 
Frampton  launched  a  program  in  unison  with  more  than  20  timber -dependent 
communities  in  Oregon  and  Washington  to  offset  timber  job  losses  through  economic 
diversification  and  community  investment  programs.  Similar  studies  and  programs 
in  the  Rocky  Mountain  states  were  designed  to  help  communities  identify  new 
economic  opportunities  consistent  with  forest,  wildlife,  and  watershed 
protection. 

Mr.  Frampton' s  extensive  legal  background  includes  his  tenure  as  partner 
in  the  Washington  law  finn  of  Rogovin,  Huge,  and  Lenzner  from  1977  to  1985.  In 
the  early  1970s,  he  was  a  law  clerk  for  the  Honorable  Harry  A.  Blackmun,  United 
States  Supreme  Court.  From  1973  to  1975,  he  served  as  an  Assistant  Special 
Prosecutor  in  the  Watergate  investigation.  From  1979  to  1980,  he  served  as 
Deputy  Director  and  Chief  of  Staff  for  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission's 
special  inquiry  into  the  nuclear  accident  at  Three  Mile  Island.  In  this 
capacity,  he  co-authored  a  report  on  how  to  avoid  accidents  at  nuclear  power 
facilities  in  the  United  States.  He  also  was  litigation  counsel  for  the  State 
of  Alaska,  and  in  1985  he  served  as  special  council  to  the  State. 

Mr.  Frampton  has  been  a  visiting  lecturer  at  Duke  University  Law  School, 
special  counsel  to  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission,  a  VISTA  volunteer 
lawyer,  and  a  fellow  on  the  Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy,  where  he  litigated 
consumer  and  environmental  issues. 

He  has  written  extensively  about  the  environment,  including  an  introduction 
to  Breaking  New  Ground,  the  autobiography  of  forest  management  pioneer  Gifford 
Pinchot;  "Bringing  Racial  Diversity  to  the  Environmental  Movement, "  in 
Reconstruction;  and  approximately  30  op-ed  pieces  in  national  newspapers. 

Mr.  Frampton  was  born  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and  graduated  from  Yale 
University  in  1965  with  a  degree  in  physics  and  philosophy.  He  received  a 
Masters  degree  in  Advanced  Economic  Theory  from  the  London  School  of  Economics, 
and  graduated  from  Harvard  Law  School  in  1969.  He  and  his  wife,  Betsy,  have  two 
sons ,  Adam  and  Thomas . 
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ROGER  G.  KENNEDY 

DIRECTOR 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Roger  Kennedy  was  sworn  in  as  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service  in 
June,  1993.  As  Director,  Mr.  Kennedy  is  responsible  for  the  development, 
operation,  and  protection  of  more  than  360  units  of  the  National  Park  System, 
which  totals  more  than  80  million  acres.  The  System's  diverse  holdings  include 
national  parks,  historic  sites,  monuments  and  battlefields,  recreation  areas, 
wilderness  preserves,  and  national  scenic  rivers.  Each  unit  in  the  System 
represents  an  outstanding  example  of  a  particular  type  of  natural  or  cultural 
resource,  helping  to  illustrate  and  interpret  our  shared  national  heritage. 

The  appointment  of  Mr.  Kennedy  as  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service 
signified  a  new  era  of  committed  stewardship  for  our  Nation's  most  precious 
natural  resources.  Mr.  Kennedy's  accomplishments  reveal  the  breadth  of  his 
experience  and  skills  --  attributes  that  are  required  to  guide  the  National  Park 
Service  into  the  21st  century. 

Mr.  Kennedy  served  as  Director  of  the  National  Museum  of  American  History 
from  1979  to  1993.  Under  his  tutelage,  the  museum  developed  some  of  the  most 
innovative,  interactive,  and  thought -provoking  exhibits  in  its  history.  Before 
his  tenure  at  the  Smithsonian,  Mr.  Kennedy  was  vice-president  of  the  Ford 
Foundation  from  1970  to  1979.  Previously,  he  had  been  a  White  House 
correspondent  and  producer  for  NBC,  a  special  assistant  to  the  U.S.  Attorney 
General,  an  assistant  to  the  secretaries  of  labor  and  education,  and  a  bank 
executive.  Mr.  Kennedy  was  general  editor  of  the  Smithsonian  Guide  to  Historic 
America  and  was  the  author  of  eight  books,  including  Rediscovering  America,  the 
basis  of  his  cable  television  program,  Roger  Kennedy's  Rediscovering  America. 
Mr.  Kennedy,  additionally,  has  been  published  in  various  magazines. 

Despite  the  diversity  of  these  experiences,  Mr.  Kennedy's  career  goal  has 
always  been  to  engage  the  American  public  in  an  active,  thoughtful  pursuit  of  the 
subtle  and  often  underappreciated  aspects  of  American  history,  culture,  and 
tradition.  Whether  as  a  lawyer  in  the  office  of  the  Attorney  General,  a 
correspondent  reporting  on  the  activities  of  the  President,  or  a  museum  official 
responsible  for  encapsulating  significant  events  that  have  shaped  the  American 
heritage,  Mr.  Kennedy  has  always  encouraged  an  open  dialogue  among  concerned 
citizens.  He  is  steadfast  in  his  quest  for  truth,  even  when  that  truth  is 
disquieting.  Because  of  his  integrity,  intelligence  and  courage  in  each  of  these 
roles,  Roger  Kennedy  has  earned  the  trust  of  the  American  people. 

With  the  approach  of  a  new  century,  our  national  parks  face  an 
unprecedented  array  of  environmental,  cultural,  technological,  and  legal 
challenges.  As  the  National  Park  Service  continues  to  diversify  and  expand  to 
meet  these  changing  needs,  it  will  demand  dynamic  leadership,  as  exemplified  by 
Roger  Kennedy.  Familiar  with  both  the  halls  of  Government  and  the  walls  of 
historic  structures,  conversant  in  both  press  relations  and  prehistoric 
civilizations,  he  possesses  a  profound  passion  for  heritage  preservation  and  an 
uncanny  ability  to  inspire  the  same  in  others . 

Raised  in  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  Roger  Kennedy  served  in  the  U.S.  Navy  during 
World  War  II.  He  received  a  Bachelor's  degree  from  Yale  University  in  1949  and 
a  law  degree  from  the  University  of  Minnesota  in  1952.  He  and  his  wife  Frances 
have  a  daughter,  Ruth. 
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JOHN  J.  REYNOLDS 

DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

John  J.  Reynolds  was  appointed  Deputy  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service 
August  10,  1993,  by  Director  Roger  Kennedy.  Mr.  Reynolds  assists  the  Director 
in  the  management  of  more  than  360  natural,  cultural,  historical,  and 
recreational  sites  throughout  the  United  States.  These  properties  cover  more 
than  80  million  acres  and  attract  some  275  million  visits  annually. 

A  second  generation  National  Park  Service  employee,  Mr.  Reynolds  was  Mid- 
Atlantic  Regional  Director  prior  to  his  appointment  as  Deputy  Director.  In  this 
capacity  he  supervised  more  than  30  diverse  park  units  and  a  variety  of  historic 
preservation  and  recreation  assistance  programs  throughout  five  States. 

Before  his  tenure  as  Regional  Director,  Mr.  Reynolds  served  as  manager  of  the 
NPS  Denver  Service  Center  (DSC),  which  oversees  most  of  the  agency's  design  and 
construction  program.  In  earlier  assignments  at  the  DSC  he  was  Chief,  Branch  of 
Planning,  for  the  Midwest/Rocky  Mountain  areas.  He  developed  the  Yosemite 
General  Management  Plan,  a  project  unprecedented  in  the  Park  Service  in 
generating  public  involvement. 

He  was  superintendent  of  North  Cascades  National  Park,  Washington,  for  four 
years  before  accepting  the  DSC  position  in  1988,  and  assistant  superintendent  of 
Santa  Monica  Mountains  National  Recreation  Area,  California,  from  1979-1984. 

Mr.  Reynolds  has  travelled  to  Saudi  Arabia  and  India  as  a  member  of  a 
National  Park  Service  team  planning  new  parks,  and  to  Poland,  to  assess  the  needs 
of  a  national  park  for  which  the  Service  could  provide  technical  assistance. 

In  1961,  while  a  student,  Mr.  Reynolds  joined  the  National  Park  Service  as 
a  laborer  at  Yellowstone  National  Park,  Wyoming.  He  also  worked  summers  as  a 
student  in  the  Western  Office  of  Design  in  San  Francisco,  California,  in  1964, 
and  Guadalupe  Mountains  National  Park,  Texas,  in  1965.  In  1966,  he  became  a 
full-time  employee  as  a  landscape  architect  in  the  Office  of  Resource  Planning 
in  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Reynolds  has  been  the  recipient  of  numerous  awards  including  the 
Meritorious  Service  Award  presented  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
recognition  of  the  professional  achievements  and  significant  contributions  made 
by  Interior  Department  employees.  He  also  was  elected  a  fellow  of  the  American 
Society  of  Landscape  Architects. 

Mr.  Reynolds  attended  Phillips  Exeter  Academy.  He  earned  his  Bachelor  of 
Science  degree  from  Iowa  State  University  in  1964  and  a  Master  of  Landscape 
Architecture  degree  from  the  College  of  Forestry  at  Syracuse  University,  New 
York,  in  1966.  Mr.  Reynolds,  a  Livingston,  Montana,  native,  lived  his  first 
eight  years  in  Yellowstone  National  Park.  He  and  his  wife,  Bobbie,  have  one  son, 
Michael . 
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C.  BRUCE  SHBAFFER 

ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  COMPTROLLER 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

C.  Bruce  Sheaffer,  a  native  of  the  Washington,  D.C.  area,  became  the  first 
Comptroller  of  the  National  Park  Service  in  March,  1987. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  oversees  all  matters  relating  to  the  financial  programs  of  the 
Service.  These  functions  include  developing,  formulating,  and  justifying  the 
National  Park  Service  yearly  budgets  to  0MB  and  the  Congress;  and,  planning, 
coordinating,  executing  and  controlling  the  accounting  and  financial  reporting 
system  for  the  Service.  His  responsibilities  also  consist  of  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  of  the  Chief,  Budget  Division  and  the  Chief  of  the  centralized 
Accounting  Operations  Division  located  in  Reston,  Virginia. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  began  his  NPS  career  as  a  program  analyst  in  the  WASO  Program 
Coordination  and  Appraisal  Division.  His  assignments  in  the  division  involved 
special  program  reviews  and  studies,  project  evaluation,  and  program  monitoring. 
In  1976,  Mr.  Sheaffer  became  the  Chief  of  the  Program  Formulation  Branch  under 
the  Director,  Office  of  Programming  and  Budget.  This  branch  was  responsible  for 
all  program  and  budget  formulation  strategies  for  the  current  and  future  year 
budgets.  In  1978,  all  programs  and  budget  functions,  in  the  National  Park 
Service,  were  reorganized  into  a  single  Budget  Division.  Mr.  Sheaffer  assumed 
the  position  of  deputy  chief  of  the  division  as  well  as  Chief  of  the  Budget 
Formulation  Branch.  He  was  selected  Budget  Officer  of  the  National  Park  Service 
in  1982. 

In  1970,  Mr.  Sheaffer  earned  a  Bachelor  of  Arts  degree  in  Economics  from 
High  Point  College  in  North  Carolina  and  in  1977,  he  received  a  Masters  degree 
in  Public  Financial  Management  and  Budgeting  from  George  Washington  University 
in  Washington,  D.C. 
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DENIS  P.  GALVIN 

ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Denis  P.  Galvin  joined  the  National  Park  Service  in  1963  as  a  civil  engineer 
at  Sequoia  National  Park,  California,  after  completing  a  2-year  Peace  Corps 
assignment  in  Tanzania,  East  Africa. 

Subsequent  assignments  saw  Mr.  Galvin  serve  as  an  engineer  at  Mount  Rainier 
National  Park,  Washington,  and  in  the  Service's  Southwest  Regional  Office,  based 
in  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico,  as  a  training  specialist  at  the  agency's  Horace  M. 
Albright  Training  Center  in  Grand  Canyon,  Arizona,  and  as  a  management  assistant 
at  the  New  York  District  Office,  overseeing  park  operations  for  a  variety  of  NPS 
facilities  in  and  near  New  York  City. 

In  1974,  when  a  new  NPS  Regional  Office  was  established  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  Mr.  Galvin  became  Associate  Regional  Director  for  Operations,  two 
years  later,  he  became  Deputy  Director  of  that  Region.  From  that  post,  he 
transferred  to  Denver,  Colorado,  in  1978  where  he  was  manager  of  the  Denver 
Service  Center.  The  center  oversees  most  of  the  agency's  planning,  design  and 
construction  program. 

In  1985,  he  was  selected  as  Deputy  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

Mr.  Galvin  returned  to  planning,  design  and  construction  in  1989  when  he  was 
named  Associate  Director  for  Planning  and  Development,  a  position  that  also 
oversees  the  Service's  external  activities,  including  technical  assistance  and 
recreation  grants. 

A  South  Boston,  Massachusetts  native,  Mr.  Galvin,  57,  is  a  1960  engineering 
graduate  of  Northeastern  University.  His  wife,  Martha,  is  an  artist  and  teacher 
with  a  Fine  Arts  Degree  from  the  Corcoran  Museum.  He  has  two  children;  Eileen, 
26,  a  graduate  of  Temple  University  is  currently  a  management  trainee  with  a 
large  retail  clothing  firm,  and  Denis  Brendan,  24,  is  a  student  at  West  Virginia 
University. 
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Mr.  Regula.  I  might  say  there's  a  very  interesting  article  in  the 
National  Geographic. 

Of  course,  I'm  very  pleased  with  the  latest  addition  to  our  visi- 
tors' centers  down  at  the  White  House.  It's  one  that's  long  overdue. 

So,  Mr.  Director,  proceed  as  you  choose. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Frampton? 

Mr.  Regula.  Oh,  Mr.  Frampton,  okay. 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  just  like  to  begin  by  thanking 
you  and  this  subcommittee  for  its  support  for  the  National  Park 
System  in  the  past,  and  we  certainly  hope  that  will  continue. 

OPERATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM  REQUEST 

The  Park  Service  is  requesting  about  a  5-percent  increase  in  its 
overall  budget  this  year  relative  to  enacted  Fiscal  Year  1995  levels. 
That's  about  $78  million,  and  while  there  are  decreases  and  in- 
creases, that  amount  is  just  about  the  amount  that  we  are  request- 
ing for  the  operation  of  the  National  Park  Service  account.  So  the 
net  result  is  that  that  increase  would  go  directly  into  park  oper- 
ations. I  think  that  request  reflects  the  Secretary's  strong  feeling 
that  the  Park  Service  deserves  a  very  high  priority  in  the  Depart- 
ment. This  is  one  of  the  few  bureaus  for  which,  in  a  flat  depart- 
mental budget,  the  Secretary  is  seeking  an  increase  for  park  oper- 
ations. 

Mr.  Regula.  When  you  say,  "operations,"  are  you  just  talking 
personnel  or  are  you  talking  maintenance  as  well? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Operations  includes  actual  park  operations;  it  in- 
cludes maintenance.  It  does  not  include  the  construction  and  land 
acquisition  budgets.  In  that  increase  of  the  $78  million  requested 
for  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  account,  about  $28 
million  goes  to  75  parks  that  have  particular  needs — some  unmet 
needs,  including  areas  such  as  the  new  Mojave  National  Preserve; 
the  needs  that  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  National  Historic  Site  in 
Atlanta  has  for  the  1996  Olympics;  the  anticipated  addition  of  Ft. 
Wadsworth  to  the  Park  System,  and  other  specific  targeted  needs. 
Within  that,  also,  is  a  request  for  about  a  $7  million  increase  for 
natural  resource  management,  air  quality,  inventory  and  monitor- 
ing, and  professionalism  of  additional  natural  resource  manage- 
ment people,  which  also  reflect  the  Secretary's  priorities. 

employee  housing 

One  other  issue  that  I  ought  to  mention  that  Director  Kennedy 
will  also  discuss  is  the  Secretary's  very  strong  priority  to  move  for- 
ward on  the  issue  of  Park  Service  employee  housing.  There  is  a 
subst£intial  requested  increase  for  replacement  of  trailers  in  the 
parks  where  employees  have  been  living.  Some  of  those  trailers 
have  been  there  for  35  or  40  years.  At  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  there  are  trailers  that  were  used  for  the  construction  of  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  in  the  1960s  that  are  among  the  prime  housing  for 
Park  Service  employees  of  the  south  rim  of  the  Grand  Canyon.  So, 
the  substantial  request  for  an  increase  there  is  for  the  second  of 
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a  four-year  program  to  replace  all  of  the  trailers  in  the  parks  where 
Park  Service  employees  are  currently  living. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Director? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I've  got  just  one  page  of  things  I've 
thought  about  overnight  that  I  wanted  to  say  to  you  and  this  com- 
mittee and  half  a  page  of 

Mr.  Regula.  I'm  glad  you  didn't  have  a  week.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  that's  right,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  would  have 
made  it  even  worse. 

Continuation  of  Opening  Remarks 

You're  exposed  every  day  in  hearing  rooms  and  corridors  to  peo- 
ple with  grievances  asserting  that  you're  not  generous  enough.  We, 
in  the  National  Park  Service,  are  not  among  the  chorus  of  com- 
plainants. We  have  no  complaint.  We  know  you're  doing  the  best 
you  can  for  the  parks  and  we  believe  that  you  know  that  we're 
doing  the  best  we  can  for  the  parks  as  well.  We're  all  affected  by 
the  coincident  accumulation  of  national  debt  and  national  need.  In 
the  case  of  the  parks,  the  accumulated  need  is  very  large.  We  know 
the  pressure  on  you  to  restrain  spending.  You  know  that  in  the 
parks  progressive  decay  and  making  do  with  less  has  brought  us 
to  a  disgraceful  state.  That's  neither  because  the  Park  Service  has 
been  wasteful,  inefficient,  or  lacking  in  dedication  or  because  this 
Committee  has  failed  either  to  apply  itself  to  understanding  the  op- 
eration of  the  parks  or  to  supplying  every  dollar  it  could  to  meet 
those  needs.  The  national  burden  of  debt  is  there;  rot  in  the  parks 
is  there,  accumulated  concurrently.  Now  we  are  here  doing  our  best 
under  the  circumstances.  We  thank  you,  you  on  this  Committee, 
and  you  on  the  staffs,  for  your  intense  and  intelligent  work,  for  the 
dedication  of  your  time  and  energy  and  caring  for  the  problems  of 
the  parks. 

EMPLOYEE  training 

Now,  to  move  to  our  formal  generic  testimony,  I'd  like  to  speak 
just  about  a  few  items  that  aren't  very  glamorous  and  not  terribly 
newsworthy,  but  I  think  are  intensely  important  to  the  way  the 
park  system  really  has  to  work. 

First,  retraining.  There's  not  a  lot  of  money  in  there,  but  it  is  es- 
sential to  get  us  better  information  systems,  to  get  people  to  do 
their  work  better.  There  are  a  lot  of  new  tasks  that  we  need  to 
train  people  for:  clean  air,  clean  water,  overflights,  the  adequate 
administration  of  grants  to  States  for  main  street  programs  and 
historic  preservation.  Those  are  technically  difficult  subjects,  and 
they  need  people  who  have  specific  training  and  skill  for  them. 

Secondly,  as  we  take  people  out  of  central  offices — 25  to  40,  50 
percent — those  people  were  doing  things.  People  in  the  parks  have 
got  to  pick  up  those  things  and  they've  got  to  know  what  they're 
doing.  And  for  that  to  happen,  those  people  in  the  parks  become 
less  generalists  and  become  more  specific  in  their  task,  and  we 
want  them  to  do  that  well.  So  picking  up  after  downsizing  is  not 
a  trivial  task.  It's  very  complicated  and  it  gets  spread  out  all  the 
way  through  the  National  Park  System  to  thousands  of  people. 
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Finally,  we  need  to  keep  the  light  on  the  operating  table.  Respon- 
sible management,  as  we've  all  been  told  repeatedly,  requires  pro- 
fessional skill,  and  that's  a  professional  task.  It  means  that  you 
have  to  know  the  condition  of  biota;  you  have  to  know  the  history 
and  the  archeology  that  we  teach  in  the  parks.  That  means  more 
specialized  skills,  and  that's  what  retraining  is  about.  It's  also  what 
professionalization  is  about.  It  means  getting  people  there  who  can 
do  their  work  better.  Not  very  sexy;  it  doesn't  make  headlines,  but 
it's  absolutely  crucial. 

EMPLOYEE  HOUSING 

With  respect  to  housing,  we  naturally  have  tried  to  get  together 
a  report  for  you  which  we  will  offer  for  the  record  later,  but  we  are 
making  some  honest  progress  here,  and  not  just  coming  to  you  for 
money. 

There  are  two  pieces  of  money  we  are  asking  you  for.  I  don't 
want  you  to  think  for  a  minute  that  we  aren't  trying  to  get  funding 
from  the  private  sector  and  trying  to  reorder  the  way  we  do  our 
own  business  with  respect  to  housing.  In  park  after  park  there  are 
little  incremental,  undramatic  additions  to  decent  roofs  and  walls, 
and  there  are  a  lot  of  new  units  getting  built  on  the  private  side. 
We've  raised  close  to  $800,000  from  the  private  sector  in  cash  or 
in-kind  services.  There  are  people  being  better  housed  alongside 
what  you're  doing.  We  could  talk  about  that  at  greater  length  if 
you  like. 

We  very  much  hope  that  you'll  give  us  the  chance  to  raise  more 
money  from  the  people  who  are  actually  users  in  the  parks.  That 
means  fees  and  concessions  reform. 

THE  PRESIDIO 

And,  finally,  with  respect  to  the  Presidio,  which  is  on  everybody's 
mind,  I'd  like  to  offer  a  personal  view  about  this,  and  do  it  very 
quickly.  First,  the  Presidio  is  a  great  national  park.  We  in  the  Park 
Service  feel  very  strongly  that  that  is  an  enormous  national  asset 
and  it  belongs  in  the  National  Park  System. 

Secondly,  and  with  equal  fervor,  we  believe  it  has  to  be  managed 
so  that  its  costs  are  contained  within  the  financial  limits  we  stated 
to  you.  We  have  said  that  it  shouldn't  cost  the  taxpayers  more  than 
a  declining  glide  path  from  $25  million  down  to  about  $16  million, 
which  brings  it  well  within  the  realm  of  operations  of  other  parks 
similarly  situated.  If  we  fail  in  any  year  or  at  the  outset — even  fail 
after  you  give  us  the  necessary  legislation  that  will  permit  us  to 
lease  that  property  adequately — if  we  fail  to  get  enough  revenue  to 
do  that  job,  we'll  just  cut  down  what  we  do  there  until  we  bring 
it  within  that  glide  path.  We  can  manage  the  Presidio  within  the 
limits  that  we  stipulated  to  you. 

And,  finally,  we've  asked — or  will  be  asking  shortly — for  legisla- 
tion to  let  us  do  that  efficiently  with  a  minimum  cost  to  taxpayers. 
Essentially,  that  legislation  is  all  about  generating  lease  revenue. 
You  want  us  to  generate  lease  revenue.  That's  what  that  legislation 
is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  time.  It's  an  honor  to  be  with 
you  this  morning. 

Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  you  yield? 
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Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  I'll  yield. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  SACRED  HEART  ACADEMY  STUDENTS 

Mr.  Yates.  I  just  would  like  to  introduce  the  lovely  students  from 
the  Sacred  Heart  Academy  of  Evanston  to  the  chairman  of  our 
committee,  Mr.  Regula  of  Ohio,  and  to  tell  you  that  this  is  a  hear- 
ing on  the  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service.  Also  here  is  Mr. 
Skeen  of  New  Mexico,  the  land  of  enchantment.  [Laughter.] 

That's  true.  That's  true. 

This  is  a  hearing  on  the  budget  for  the  Park  Service.  We  are 
going  to  decide  here  how  much  money  the  Director  of  the  Park 
Service  gets  to  operate  the  368  units  of  the  Park  Service.  The  very 
able  Director  of  the  Park  Service  is  Roger  Kennedy,  who  sits  there 
without  his  jacket.  Ordinarily,  he  has  his  jacket  and  his  hat  on. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Yates,  we  got  absolution,  Mr.  Reynolds  and  I, 
from  the  rangers  to  remove  our  jackets  this  morning. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  hope  that's  okay  with  you  and  with  Mr. 
Skaggs,  who  is  sitting  over  there,  too. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  was  just  going  to  say  Mr.  Skaggs  of  Colorado  is  at 
my  left.  So  you  can  see  they're  very  interested  in  what  happens  in 
the  national  parks,  as  you  are. 

He  has  just  finished  his  general  statement,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  who  apart  from  this  Committee  room  is  a  lovely, 
lovely  man  [laughter],  he  is  going  to  be  exceedingly  tough  on  the 
Director  of  the  Park  Service.  You'll  be  able  to  note  that  by  the 
questions  that  he  asks. 

So,  with  that  background,  I  yield  back  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  You'd  better  get  your  jacket  on  [speaking  to  Mr. 
Kennedy].  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We'd  like  to,  if  we  could,  to  welcome  these  future 
visitors  and  employees  of  the  National  Park  System  as  well. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  some  of  them  have  already  been  to  the  National 
Parks.  Some  of  them  have  been  to  Yellowstone,  and  you're  going 
to  tell  the  chairman  about  the  wolves  in  Yellowstone,  aren't  you? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Yates,  you're  helping  in  every  respectful  way. 
[Laughter.] 

INCREASE  IN  PARK  VISITATION 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  let  me  lead  off  with  a  softball  question. 
What's  the  visitation  increase  in  the  past  whatever  period  you 
measure  for  a  12-month  period? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It's  about  5  percent,  which  means  5  percent  of  250 
million  last  year,  Bruce? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Two  seventy-four  million,  I  think. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Two  seventy-four  million?  Two  hundred  seventy- 
four  million  Americans  come  to  the  parks  every  year,  and  increas- 
ing. 

The  first  time  I  went  to  a  national  park,  the  visitation  was  about 
3  million  a  year.  It's  now  274  million  in  my  lifetime. 

Mr.  Regula.  It's  ever-growing;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 
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BUDGET  INCREASE  OF  5  PERCENT 

Mr.  Regula.  The  tough  question  is,  Mr.  Frampton,  you  men- 
tioned that  you're  asking  a  5  percent  increase.  Of  course,  we  have 
been  discussing  in  this  Committee  zero-based  budgeting  is  the  way 
we  have  to  approach  it,  and  I  would  have  to  ask  you,  as  one  of  the 
responsible — in  a  responsible  position  in  the  Interior  Department, 
do  you  have  an  offset?  In  other  words,  in  terms  of  your  total  budg- 
et— and  I  recognize  that  the  parks  are  under  a  lot  of  pressure  be- 
cause of  visitation.  Have  you  thought  about  how  you  can  offset  in 
other  areas  to  accommodate  an  increase  for  the  parks? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  Secretary  has  done 
that.  Overall,  the  proposal  for  the  Department  was  basically  pretty 
flat  this  year  relative  to  last  year.  And  I  think  that  the  budget  that 
the  Secretary  sent  to  OMB  and  the  President,  which  became  part 
of  the  President's  budget  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  recog- 
nized not  only  the  administration's  desires,  but  also  the  realities 
that  Congress  is  facing.  So  the  Secretary  personally  spent  quite  a 
bit  of  time  looking  for  ways  to  reduce  and  streamline  in  other  areas 
within  the  Department  because  of  the  two  places  where  he  felt  that 
there  were  budget  priorities  for  increases:  the  Park  Service  and  In- 
dian programs.  He  felt  that  those  needed  to  be  offset  elsewhere 
within  the  departmental  budget.  So  I  think  if  you  look  at  the  de- 
partmental budget  as  a  whole,  you'll  see  that  those  offset  reduc- 
tions have  been  made  elsewhere  in  other  bureaus. 

nps  reorganization 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  the  reorganization  going  to  give  you  any  savings? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes.  I  appreciate  this  Committee's  approval  of 
our  reprogramming.  We  anticipate  getting  approval  from  the  Sen- 
ate, perhaps  by  the  end  of  this  week. 

In  this  budget  request  is  a  $4  million  request  for  the  restructur- 
ing program  which  is  designed  to  be  the  relocation  costs  for  moving 
about  150  people  from  central  offices  out  to  the  parks.  However,  we 
calculate  that  the  net  savings  in  fiscal  year  1996  from  a  reduction 
of  several  hundred  FTEs  is  going  to  be  about  $9.7  million.  That  re- 
flects only  the  money  within  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park 
System  account  which  can  be  used  elsewhere.  So  we  expect  this 
year  that  there  will  be  net  savings  of  at  least  $5  or  $6  million  in 
the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  account. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  net  savings  would  go  to  parks. 

Mr.  Regula.  In  other  words,  the  savings  will  be  reinvested? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir,  in  the  parks  themselves. 

ACCOUNTING  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Regula,  Mr.  Kennedy,  you  remember  at  our  joint  hearing 
with  the  Authorizing  Committee  there  was  a  challenge  on  the  ac- 
counting procedures.  Have  you  been  able  to  get  control  of  that  and 
remedy  those  problems? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir.  The  process  of  carrying  through  the  nec- 
essary corrections  is  in  process.  That  is  going  on.  We  have  submit- 
ted the  first  report  from  our  group  of  three  outside  reviewers, 
which  includes  representatives  of  Arthur  Andersen,  of  Perot  Data 
Systems,  and  a  former  OMB  examiner.  The  Inspector  General's  of- 
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fice  has  agreed  that  that  process  is  proper  and  appropriate  and 
we're  proceeding  in  an  appropriate  way,  and  we're  going  to  be 
clearing  those  problems  up. 

Mr.  Regula.  I'm  going  to  yield  to  the  senior  member  of  our  sub- 
committee, Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  thank  you. 

I'm  glad  to  see  you  again,  Roger  and  Mr.  Frampton  and  all  of 
you. 

REINTRODUCTION  OF  WOLVES  AT  YELLOWSTONE  NATIONAL  PARK 

You  don't  want  me  to  ask  you  about  the  wolves,  do  you? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  you  could  ask  Mr.  Frampton  about  the 
wolves,  if  you'd  like,  Mr.  Yates.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  the  wolves  have  been  introduced.  Are  they  out 
of  their  so-called  cages  and  are  they  roaming  Yellowstone  Park 
now? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  Mr.  Yates,  they  are.  Yes  and  yes, 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes  and  yes? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes  and  yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  I  see.  And  I  notice  that  there  are  protests  from 
people  who  live  around  the  park.  Is  that  becoming  very  vehement? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  Mr.  Yates,  I  would  say  that  the  opposi- 
tion— some  local  opposition — to  wolf  reintroduction  has  been  going 
on  for  a  long  period  of  time,  although  polls  show  that  a  majority 
of  people,  even  people  who  live  in  Wyoming  and  Montana,  favor 
wolf  reintroduction.  I  think  that  the 

Mr.  Yates.  How  many? 

Mr.  Frampton.  How  many?  Well,  the  polls  show  that  in  that  re- 
gion of  the  country  about  55  percent  actually  favor  wolf  reintroduc- 
tion  

Mr.  Yates.  Is  that  so? 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  Compared  to  about  35  percent  who 
are  opposed. 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  do  they  prefer  the  wolves  over  coyotes?  I  had 
the  impression  that  they  wanted  all  the  coyotes  out  of  there,  but 
now  they  want  the  wolves  in? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  think  wolves  have  an  aura  perhaps 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see. 

Mr.  Frampton  [continuing].  That  coyotes  don't. 

Mr.  Yates.  They  don't  attack  sheep? 

Mr.  Frampton.  They  do.  In  fact,  one  of  the  arguments  for  wolf 
reintroduction  is  that  coyotes  kill  far  more  sheep  and  cattle  than 
wolves  will  ever  kill,  and,  indeed,  the  wolves  may  outcompete  some 
of  the  coyotes.  So  they  may  reduce  the  coyote  population. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  is  the  threat  to  the — how  about  the  visitors;  are 
the  wolves  a  threat  to  the  visitors? 

Mr.  Frampton.  To  the  contrary,  wolves  are  no  threat  to  visitors, 
and  we  calculate  that  the  excitement  generated  by  wolf  reintroduc- 
tion may  bring  many  more  visitors. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  that's  true,  but  that's  why  I  wondered  whether 
they  had  to  fear  the  wolves. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Absolutely  not.  There's  no  documented  case  of 
wolves  attacking  human  beings,  as  far  as  I  know,  at  least  in  the 
last  70  or  80  years. 
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Mr.  Yates.  Is  Yellowstone  the  only  park  in  which  you  have  intro- 
duced wolves  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  only  park?  The  wolf  reintroduction  program 
contemplates  establishing  two  different  populations,  one  in  Yellow- 
stone and  one  in  the  central  Idaho  wilderness  area,  which  is  Forest 
Service  land. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  then,  this  is  a  permanent  position  that  you've 
taken  with  respect  to  the  wolves? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  Mr.  Yates,  it  is  part  of  the  recovery,  a  sig- 
nificant part  of  the  recovery  plan  for  the  wolves,  which  is  designed 
to  accelerate  by  10  or  15  years  getting  the  wolf  off  the  Endangered 
Species  List. 

Mr.  Yates.  He  is  on  the  Endangered  Species  List  now? 

Mr.  Frampton.  For  most  of  the  United  States,  that's  correct.  The 
recovery  plan  contemplates  establishing  viable  populations  by  re- 
introducing a  number  of  wolves  in  each  of  the  next  four  years,  in 
addition  to  this  year,  and  establishing  viable  populations  in  these 
two  areas  as  sort  of  a  key  component  of  eventually  removing  the 
wolf  from  the  Endangered  Species  List. 

VISITOR  ENCOUNTERS  WITH  BEARS 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  do  you  have  trouble  with  bears  and  visitors? 

Mr.  Frampton.  There  have  been — this  was  a  bad  bear  year  at 
Yellowstone  and  Grand  Teton.  There  were  increased  encounters  be- 
tween both  grizzlies  and  black  bears  with  visitors  this  year.  There 
are  some  people  who  attribute  that  to  the  fact  that  the  grizzly  pop- 
ulation is  increasing.  I  think  the  better  scientific  view  is  that 
drought  and  other  problems  with  bear  food  drove  the  bears  outside 
of  the  wilderness  and  roadless  areas  to  a  greater  degree  this  year, 
and  there  were  more  visitor  encounters. 

Mr.  Yates.  But  your  visitors  are  protected? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  visitors — in  the  last  10  years,  the  Forest 
Service  and  the  Park  Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
the  States  have  worked  together  to  develop  a  program  for  visitor 
protection  which  includes  education  and  caching  of  foods  at  camp- 
sites that  has  dramatically  reduced  bear/visitor  encounters  that 
have  caused  problems  relative  to  the  1960s  and  1970s. 

CONTROL  OF  DEER  POPULATION 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  you  confronted  with — which  many  areas  are — 
the  growing  deer  population?  I  know  in  the  Cuyahoga  Valley  it's 
beginning  to  be  a  problem.  When  I  was  at  Pebble  Beach,  which  you 
don't  think  of  as  having  deer  problems,  and  yet  they  are  getting 
overrun  at  this  golf  course.  And  I  just  wondered  if  this  is  sort  of 
a  phenomena  that's  occurring  in  the  park  system  generally. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is,  Mr.  Regula.  It's  a  problem  that  is  true  most 
places  where  deer  can  have  any  cover  at  all.  They  do  reproduce 
rapidly,  and  it  is  a  problem. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  then,  does  this  mean  you  will  be  allowing  hunt- 
ing for  deer  in  your  parks? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  There's  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
being  prepared  with  respect  to  the  Northeast,  where  this  is  particu- 
larly a  poignant  problem,  and  we'll  be  clarifying  our  policy  with  re- 
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gard  to  this  very  shortly.  As  always,  there  will  be  public  participa- 
tion in  the  settlement  of  this  difficulty,  but  it's  a  real  difficulty. 

WOLVES  AND  COYOTES 

Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Skeen? 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  I  want  to  thank  Mr.  Yates  for  bringing  up  the 
problem  of  the  wolves  and  coyotes.  I  invite  him  to  come  on  out  and 
we'll  show  him.  Wolves  are  just  using  sheep  now  for  hors  d'oeuvres. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  In  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  Skeen.  No,  not  in  New  Mexico,  but  an3rwhere.  I'm  just  mak- 
ing a  "fun"  here.  But  I  think  they've  already  had  a  problem  with 
one  rancher  that  shot  a  wolf  that  they  turned  loose,  and  there's  a 
little  adjudication  problem  going  on.  So  we  won't  get  into  that. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

I  want  to  welcome  you.  It's  always  a  delight  to  talk  to  you  and 
the  whole  park  group  because  we  have  so  much  interface  in  New 
Mexico,  and  we  appreciate  what  you  do.  But  you've  got  an  enor- 
mous problem  because  of  this  business  that  we've  been  acquiring 
land  to  a  great  extent,  and  I  know  that's  exacerbated  the  problem 
of  maintenance  on  our  facilities.  With  those  two  problems,  acquisi- 
tion and  maintenance,  are  we  going  to  slow  down  the  land  acquisi- 
tion side  of  this  thing  until  we  can  catch  up  on  the  maintenance 
or  is  that  part  of  your  budgeting  problem? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  it  is.  We  have,  once  again,  looked  at  what  we 
absolutely  need  to  acquire  in  order  to  prevent  adverse  development. 
That's  one  of  the  first  standards.  If  we've  got  to  acquire  some  in 
order  to  keep  something  bad  from  happening  to  it,  we'll  come  to 
you  and  ask  for  that  money. 

Mr.  Skeen.  So  you'll  prioritize  your  acquisitions? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Oh,  yes,  sir,  very  severely.  And  if  you  have  told 
us  in  years  past  to  complete  an  acquisition  process  such  as  the  Ap- 
palachian Trail,  for  instance,  we're  going  to  continue  to  do  that  in 
accordance  with  your  instructions.  I  suppose  the  third  instance  in 
which  we  know  we've  got  to  proceed  according  to  your  instructions 
is  to  be  sure  that  if  there  are  real  hardship  cases  where  an  in-hold- 
er  or  somebody  else  is  really  suffering  from  our  not  having  finished 
what  you  told  us  to  do  years  back,  we'll  be  coming  to  you  with  re- 
quests for  those  kinds  of  acquisitions.  But  we  are  going  very,  very 
slow  on  anything  beyond  that  and  we  are  very  severely  placing  pri- 
orities for  any  future  land  acquisition,  just  as  we  are  for  any  con- 
struction. 

EMPLOYEE  HOUSING  POLICY 

Mr.  Skeen.  Let's  take  up  the  question  of  housing.  If  you  are 
going  to  reduce  the  central  core  staffing  and  move  them  out  into 
the  field,  that  brings  up  the  problem  of  housing.  Are  you  going  to 
maintain  the  policy  of  housing  onsite  or  offsite? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We're  trying  to  move  housing  out  of  the  parks. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Ofi'site? 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir.  And  we're  very  critically  reviewing  the 
notion  of  how  much  you  have  to  have  in  a  park  and  how  much  you 
don't.  Of  course,  if  they're  at  the  end  of  very  long  commutes  as 
in 

Mr.  Skeen.  It  depends  on  circumstances? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Absolutely.  But  the  general  policy  we're  pursuing 
is,  first  of  all,  trying  to  get  it  out  of  the  park.  Two,  really  looking 
at  how  much  you  have  to  create — it  isn't  just  a  matter  of  creating 
single-family  residences;  it's  a  matter  of  how  many  barracks  you 
need  to  form  up  for  seasonals  and  temporaries.  We  really  have  to 
do  that. 

And  I'd  be  glad  to — we've  actually  made  a  little  progress  on  that, 
Mr.  Skeen.  I'd  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  little  progress  report 
on  that. 

Mr.  Skeen.  That's  fine,  rather  than  get  into 

Mr.  Regula.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  Being  park-specific  on  it,  yes,  I'd  rather 
just  get  the  overall  policy. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

NPS  Housing  Policy 

The  National  Park  Service  supports  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Govemment  to  rely 
on  the  private  housing  market  to  provide  housing  for  its  employees  if  there  is  not 
a  requirement  of  service  or  protection  or  if  there  is  no  lack  of  available  housing. 

However,  the  provision  of  adequate  employee  living  quarters  is  a  basic  pre- 
requisite for  part  operations  in  many  isolated  part  areas.  Park  housing  is  a  critical 
part  of  enabling  NPS  employees  to  operate  and  manage  park  units.  Due  of  the  age 
of  NPS  housing  stock,  many  units  have  degenerated  to  a  deplorable  state.  Our  Con- 
gressional Committees  have  helped  significantly  and  made  improvements  over  the 
past  several  years.  Secretary  Babbitt  has  also  personally  undertaken  the  effort  to 
accelerate  this  work. 

The  overall  objective  of  this  initiative  is  to  upgrade  the  quality  of  employee  hous- 
ing and  replace  as  many  trailers  with  permanent  structures  as  needed  and  remove 
the  remaining  trailers,  to  do  this  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner  possible,  and 
minimize  the  housing  footprint  in  the  parks,  wherever  possible. 

As  a  peirt  of  this  initiative,  the  Service  has  a  renewed  commitment  to  have  hous- 
ing in  the  parks  only  where  it  is  necessary  and  appropriate. 

To  determine  where  it  is  necessary  and  appropriate,  the  Service  is  in  the  process 
of  park-by-park  analysis  of  the  housing  situation  to  determine  specific  need  to  house 
permanent  staff,  the  need  to  house  seasonal  staff,  the  need  to  have  required  occu- 
pants, and  the  availability  of  private  sector  housing  within  a  reasonable  commuting 
distance.  This  needs  assessment  will  enable  the  parks  to  identify  the  number  of 
trailers  that  can  be  removed  and  not  replaced,  for  example,  and  ultimately  the  total 
number  of  housing  units  a  particular  park  unit  needs.  Our  first  priority  will  be  to 
locate  suitable  housing  in  the  nearby  communities,  if  possible,  thereby  keeping  con- 
struction within  the  park  areas  to  a  minimum.  If  housing  cannot  be  located  outside 
the  park,  a  mix  of  housing  units  will  be  considered  to  ensure  the  most  cost-effective 
replacement  housing  is  built. 

Gateway  communities  will  be  explored  not  only  for  private  sector  housing  opportu- 
nities for  employees,  but  also  for  any  possibilities  with  private  partnerships.  If  legis- 
lative authority  is  needed  to  enter  into  these  partnerships,  the  Service  will  seek  ad- 
ditional legislative  authority. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We're  trying  to  keep  the  cost  down.  We  are  asking 
you  for  some  legislation  that  will  let  us 

GENERAL  REMARKS 

Mr.  Skeen.  We  hate  to  lose  you.  You  sure  brightened  up  the  at- 
mosphere around  here  [speaking  to  the  young  people  in  the  audi- 
ence who  are  now  leaving  the  room].  [Laughter.] 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  by  all  means,  we  hope  that  this  group  that's 
been  in  here  will  come  see  us  and  join  us  as  employees. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Carlsbad  Caverns  is  wide  open. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir,  rent-free,  Mr.  Skeen. 

Mr.  Regula.  If  you  fellows  are  finished  with  your  commer- 
cials  

[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skeen.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  go  ahead. 

employee  housing  alternatives 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  that's  been  a  terrific  problem  because  once  you 
have  that  onsite,  it  becomes  totally  the  Park  Service's  responsibil- 
ity, and  you've  had  to  then  add  crews  to  do  the  maintenance  and 
the  upkeep,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  One  of  the  most  interesting  instances  of  changes 
we're  trying  to  affect  has  to  do  with  Rocky  Mountain  National 
Park,  where  it's  clear  that  we  need  to  move  people  out  of  the  park 
and  into  adjacent  communities,  but  do  it  on  a  basis  they  can  afford. 
That  means  we're  going  to  have  to  get  some  help  from  you  all  to 
let  us  have  long-term  leasing  arrangements;  let  us  lease  space  over 
an  extended  period,  put  people  in  and  out  of  that  as  they  come  and 
go,  the  way  the  military  does.  That  legislation  is  before  you. 

CONCESSION  ACCOUNTS 

Mr.  Skeen.  One  question  that  I  have  asked  you  once  before  in 
the  joint  session  that  we  had  with  the  Resources  Committee  is  the 
fee  retention  situation. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skeen.  And  I  would  like  somehow  to  get  a  handle  on  just 
how  extensive  is  it  and  how  much  does  it  amount  to,  and  so  forth, 
because  I  keep  hearing  these  rumors  about 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  We're  retaining  the  fees  that  we're  al- 
lowed to  keep  here,  we've  got  it  in  a  little  suspense  fund  over  here, 
so  that  if  we  don't  get  it  out  of  the  Congress,  we  can  play  with  it 
over  here  on  the 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir,  that's  a 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  think  that's  a  bad  situation  to  get  into. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is.  If  that  were — the  rumors  to  which  you  refer, 
if  that  were  what  those  rumors  say  it  is,  we'd  have  a  lot  to  worry 
about.  The  fact  is  that  there  are  about,  as  I  recall  it  in  our  last 
sweep,  about  eight  parks,  ten  parks  that  have  such  reserve  ac- 
counts, in  the  aggregate  about  $10  million. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  From  concessions. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  From  concessions?  Yes,  concessions  we're  holding. 
And  we're  going,  starting  now,  to  have  a  rigorous  auditing  process 
which  we  will  report  to  you  on  annually  as  to  every  dime  that  those 
fees  are 


Mr.  Skeen.  I  think  it  would  be  wise  to  do  that  because 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Absolutely. 
Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  It's  self-protection. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Absolutely,  sir.  That's  the  current  policy.  We  have 
so  instructed  the  superintendents  that  have  been  working  with 
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those  kinds  of  retention  fees.  And,  further,  not  only  are  we  going 
to  tell  you  how  they  spent  it,  but  we're  going  to  ask  you  to  help 
us  set  up  the  appropriate  categories  for  that  kind  of  expenditure. 
It's  going  to  go  for  park  operations  under  circumstances  and  con- 
straints that  you  give  us. 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  don't  mind  the  Park  Service  being  beneficiaries  of 
the  traffic,  and  so  forth,  and  encouraging  that,  and  I  think  it's  a 
good  plan  so  long  as  it's  controlled  and  it's  not  abused 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir.  We  feel  that  way,  too,  and  we're  going  to 
have  severe  auditing  and  control.  They're  already  audited,  but  we 
want  to  be  sure  that  those  audits  get  to  you  with  some  regularity, 
so  you  know  the  magnitude  of  this. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  I'd  appreciate  it,  rather  than  having  the  rumor 
going  around 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  That  we  can  do  thus  and  so,  because 
we've  got  this  little — 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  Cash  account  here  that  we're  keeping  ofT 
to  the  side. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No  question  about  it.  In  fact,  we  could  send  you 
some  information  about  that  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  whenever  it's  convenient  for  you 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skeen  [continuing].  And  as  you  can  do  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Concessions  Special  Accounts — 1994  Deposit  Amounts 

Thousands 

Shenandoah  NP  $171 

Acadia  NP  133 

Olympic  NP  61 

Badlands  NP  20 

Mount  Rushmore  277 

Wind  Cave  NP 2 

Yellowstone  NP  4,122 

Buffalo  NR  5 

Grand  Canyon  NP 238 

Lake  Meade  NRA 193 

Sequoia  NP  443 

YosemiteNP  4,263 

National  Capital  Parks 363 

Total  10,291 

LECHUEGUILLA  CAVE 

Mr.  Skeen.  And  talking  about  land  acquisition,  the  Lechueguilla 
Cave  is  another  new  undertaking.  This  cave  is  so  extensive  that  I 
think  they've  surveyed  about  60  miles  of  it,  and  that's  only  about 
a  fifth  of  it  is  the  estimate.  I  have  the  feeling  that  we're  all  under- 
mined— that  the  entire  State  of  New  Mexico  is  undermined  with 
caves.  We  don't  mind  that  as  long  as  we  get  the  people  in  and  out 
of  them. 

But  we  appreciate  what  you  do.  You've  been  good  citizens  in  the 
State  of  New  Mexico,  and  you've  done  an  outstanding  job,  and  we 
have  a  huge,  huge  tourist  involvement  with  the  attractions  that 
you  folks  make  available  to  them. 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Skeen.  We  want  to  make  you  or  help  you  do  your  job  better. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Skaggs? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Good  morning. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Good  morning,  sir. 

privatization  of  some  national  parks 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  wanted  to  go  back  to  some  of  the  discussions  that 
were  had  in  one  of  our  eariier  hearings  that  you  weren't  at  and 
one,  that  joint  hearing  with  Resources,  that  you  did  attend.  First, 
I'm  just  wondering — I  know  you  heard  about  the  suggestion  that 
came  out  of  one  of  our  earHer  hearings  about  looking  at  a  way  to 
determine  which  of  your  holdings  has  sufficient  significance  to  war- 
rant retention  and  which  might  not.  My  hunch  is  that  there  isn't 
a  neat  dividing  line  between  the  worthy  and  the  unworthy,  but 
there  may  be  a  kernel  of  some  useful  analysis  suggested  there,  in 
particular,  looking  at  some  of  the  parks  that  really  would  lend 
themselves  to  management  outside  the  Park  Service  itself.  We  sort 
of  hate  to  keep  picking  on  Steamtown,  but  maybe  that's  one  to  look 
at  that  might  lend  itself  to  a  privatization  approach  of  some  kind 
or  other.  I  suspect  there  may  be  other  parks  that  would  in  these 
difficult  times  present  some  alternatives  between  being  either  in  or 
out  and  some  that  we  ought  to  look  at  in  terms  of  getting  out. 

Anjrway,  I  just  wanted  to  invite  your  general  ruminations  about 
that  issue,  that  proposition.  Do  we  need  a  base  closing  commission- 
type  approach  that  would  help  us  with  the  political  problem  to 
weed  out  those  that  are  clearly  unworthy? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  worry  about  what's  in  the  System  and  what 
belongs  in  the  System  are  shared  by  all  of  us.  The  question  that 
isn't  asked  enough  is,  now  that  we've  got  them,  what's  our  respon- 
sibility? This  discourse  tends  frequently  to  be  retrospective;  it's 
"Gee,  should  we  have?"  The  real  question  as  trustees  is,  what  do 
you  do  with  something  of  which  you  are  a  trustee  in  which  the  pub- 
lic has  a  huge  investment? 

Steamtown  is  an  instance  in  point.  There  is  enormous  public  in- 
vestment in  an  asset  which  the  Federal  Government  currently 
owns,  and  the  question,  the  serious  question  for  trustees  is:  what's 
the  appropriate  course  of  action  now  that  that  investment  has  been 
made?  And  that's  not  an  easy  question  to  answer;  it's  a  hard  one 
to  answer. 

We  have  been  in  that  instance  trying  very  hard  to  enter  into  re- 
lationships with  the  local  community  and  the  local  colleges  £ind 
universities  to  find  ways  to  cut  down  the  cost  of  managing  that 
place  and  still  have  its  virtues  available  to  the  public.  You  invited 
my  ruminations.  My  personal  feeling  about  this  is  that  we  need  to 
be  very  careful  that  we  don't  spend  a  lot  of  money  on  having  re- 
views and  commissions  and  studies  that  are  going  to  cost  us  more 
than  the  savings  we  would  thereafter  produce  in  actually  getting 
rid  of  some  very  small  units  upon  which  we  spend  very  little 
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money,  possibly  considerably  less  than  we  would  spend  on  re- 
searching them  and  doing  exhaustive  studies. 

So  that's  why  it  is  not  only  a  departmental  policy,  but  my  own 
personal  conviction  that  we  should  apply  our  time,  intelligence,  and 
talent  to  devising  a  process  that  prohibits  in  the  future  as  easy  in- 
gress into  the  National  Park  System  as  has  produced  some  of  these 
parks  in  the  past.  If  we  can  make  it  tough  on  us  and  you  to  be  ac- 
quiescent to  particular  Members'  enthusiasm,  to  find  themselves  as 
burdens  upon  the  taxpayers,  and  set  up  a  system  under  which  you 
tell  us  to  tell  you  what  we  think  belongs  in  the  System  and  you 
tell  us  to  offer  our  unvarnished  views  as  to  whether  suggestions  for 
the  System  belong  in  the  System,  and  you  tell  us  to  spend  money 
studying  those  one  by  one,  then  we've  got  to  give  you  a  decent  re- 
port on  it.  Then  you've  got  to  act  on  each  one  of  those  instances 
on  the  basis  of  our  best  professional  judgment.  I  think  that  will 
slow  down  very,  very  substantially  the  new  merchandise  that 
doesn't  belong  in  the  National  Park  System. 

It's  essential,  I  think,  for  everybody  that  cares  about  the  Na- 
tional Park  System,  and  American  education  more  generally,  to 
recognize  that  we  don't  know  everything  today  that  we're  going  to 
be  learning  about  American  history  and  about  American  biology 
that  affects  what  ought  to  be  in  the  National  Park  System.  We're 
not  so  smart.  And  if  we  had  frozen  the  National  Park  System  as 
it  was  before  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  National  Historic  Site 
was  in  or  before  Manzana  National  Historic  Site  was  in,  or  before 
we  learned  a  lot  of  things  about  the  complexity  of  biological  sys- 
tems requiring  enough  space  for  animals  and  plants  and  birds  to 
live  out  their  lives  in  a  natural  way,  we  wouldn't  have  very  impor- 
tant parks  in  the  system  such  as  Brown  v.  the  Board. 

Mr.  Yates.  Such  as  what? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Brown  v.  the  Board  of  Education,  the  school  in  To- 
peka.  That  belongs  in  the  National  Park  System.  That's  a  great 
event  in  our  Nation's  life  and  it  belongs  in. 

So  my  view  of  this  is  let's  not  freeze  arbitrarily  and  ignorantly. 
To  use  a  previous  thought,  let's  keep  the  light  on  the  operating 
table  here.  Let's  keep  thinking  about  it.  It's  not  easy. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Well,  you're  asking  collectively  for  adult  behavior, 
which  is  always  a  challenge.  [Laughter.] 

EMPLOYEE  TRAINING 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  We  keep  trying. 

I  wanted  to  get  back  to  your  emphasis  of  a  small  piece  of  what 
you're  asking  for,  but  I  gather  it  carries  great  significant,  which  is 
this  training  plan  implementation. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Can  you  elaborate  on  that  a  little  bit? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  If  you  take  a  lot  of  people  out  of  central  of- 
fices that  have  been  performing  functions  that  are  very  profes- 
sionally-specific— I  naturally  think  about  things  I  know  a  little 
about,  which  is  historic  preservation  granting.  How  do  you  do  that? 
How  do  you  give  aid  to  the  States  and  localities  appropriately  to 
do  the  work  they  need  to  do?  That's  not  amateur  work.  Somebody's 
got  to  get  retrained  to  do  that,  and  if  you  throw  people  out  of  the 
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national  headquarters  to  do  that — or  in  fields  like  air  and  water 
protection,  we  need  to  get  people  trained  in  the  parks  to  do  that 
work  in  the  parks,  and  to  do  it  well.  We  also  need  to  have  a  lot 
better  history  and  archeology  taught  in  the  parks.  We  take  people 
out  and  tell  them  a  lot  of  things  that  we  believe  to  be  true,  but  may 
very  well  not  represent  the  soundest  current  scholarship. 

Corporations  and  everybody  else  know  that  when  they  go 
through  downsizing,  they've  got  to  retrain  people.  You  have  to  do 
that.  And  just  in  management  skills,  how  are  we  going  to  hold  park 
superintendents  accountable?  We  talk  a  lot  about  accountability, 
and  we  mean  it,  but  if  you  can't  train  somebody  as  to  what  that 
means,  if  they  don't  have  adequate  accounting  training  or  they 
don't  have  appropriate  management  training,  they  can't  do  the 
work  we  ask  them  to  do. 

And  we  talk  a  lot  about  we've  got  to  get  control  of  our  inventory 
and  monitoring.  Well,  that's  not  something  that  you  send  somebody 
out  with  no  training  in.  They've  got  to  know  what  they're  doing. 

So  just  the  quality  of  the  work  that  we  owe  to  the  American  pub- 
lic requires  that  we  train  people  properly,  and  that  has  to  be  done 
every  year.  I  just  computed  what  the  $3.5  million  we  are  asking 
for  in  training  represents — that's  $150  a  head.  That's  way  below 
what  any  corporation  would  spend  if  it  had  been  going  through  a 
severe  reorganization  and  downsizing,  let  alone  an  educational  in- 
stitution. So  we're  not  just  sort  of  a  trim  management  outfit;  we're 
the  outfit  that  teaches  more  Americans  about  their  history  and 
their  biology  than  any  other  educational  institution  in  the  country. 
Well,  let's  do  it  right. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Do  I  hear  you  to  be  saying  that,  for  instance,  the 
historic  preservation  grant  function  is  going  to  be  sent  out  to  the 
regions  or 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Some.  Some  has  to  be.  We're  going  to  try  to  con- 
centrate that  portion  in  Washington  where  you're  processing  State 
applications  and  State  grants.  We're  partners  with  a  whole  lot  of 
people  in  every  one  of  the  districts  here.  We  are  partners  with  lo- 
calities, and  are  effective  partners.  We  ought  to  be  more  effective 
partners.  And  to  do  that — historic  preservation  is — let  me  give  you 
a  specific  instance  about  historic  preservation  which  maybe  puts  it 
a  little  more  grittily. 

The  average  age  of  the  people  who  know  how  to  rebuild  adobe 
construction,  of  which  we  have  a  lot — Chaco  Canyon,  Aztec  Ruins 
National  Monument,  just  think  about  the  places  where  adobe  is  the 
fundamental  building  material.  The  average  age  of  people  who 
know  how  to  do  that  is  over  60,  and  they  are  going  out  of  that 
work,  and  we're  not  training  anybody  to  pick  up  after  them.  So  you 
think  about  Mesa  Verde  without  somebody  who  knows  how  to  sta- 
bilize an  adobe  wall.  That's  not  very  glamorous  and,  gee  whiz,  let's 
do  it  next  year.  Meanwhile,  you're  losing  the  people  who  are  com- 
petent to  do  it.  That's  training. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Nethercutt? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome,  gentlemen. 
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UNITED  NATIONS  BIOSPHERE  RESERVES 

I'm  informed  that  there  are  a  number  of  United  Nations  bio- 
sphere reserves  in  our  country.  I  understand  that  there  may  be 
some  funding  that  goes  to  those  United  Nations  biosphere  reserves 
through  the  Park  Service  budget.  Am  I  right  or  wrong  on  that,  first 
of  all? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Excuse  me.  Mr.  Sheaffer,  who  will  know  the  an- 
swer to  your  question,  says,  yes,  that's  true. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay.  Two  of  these  reserves  are  not  in  my  dis- 
trict, but  they're  in  my  State,  Olympic  National  Park  and  the 
Gray's  Harbor  area,  and  there's  some  in  Oregon,  as  I  understand 
it. 

Could  you  tell  me,  to  the  extent  that  you  can  at  this  time — if  not 
now,  for  the  record — what  the  history  and  real  purpose  of  these  re- 
serves, these  United  Nations  biosphere  reserves  are? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I'd  like  to  turn  to  John  Reynolds,  who's  managed 
one,  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  primary  purpose  of  a  true  biosphere  reserve 
differs  somewhat  from  some  of  the  Park  Service  ones  that  are  not 
true  in  terms  of  what  the  United  Nations  and  other  countries  and 
the  United  States  are  trying  to  set  up. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  First  of  all,  just  for  the  record,  let's  define 
what  is  true  and  what  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Okay,  that's  where  I'm  headed. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  biosphere  reserve  concept  was  put  in  place 
to  put  in  one  area  where  all  the  people  would  agree  that  they 
would  work  together  to  have  preservation  of  resources,  continuing 
uses  of  resources  in  parts  of  that  area.  They  would  inventory,  mon- 
itor, and  research  the  results  of  how  all  that  worked  together,  and 
they  would  try  to  achieve  a  more  sustainable  economy  and  a  more 
sustainable  ecosystem  within  that  biosphere  reserve  area. 

Many  of  the  biosphere — this  is  why  I  said  some  of  it  doesn't  fit 
the  pattern  of  that,  but  many  of  the  biosphere  reserve  areas  that 
relate  to  National  Park  units  are  just  the  National  Park,  and  so 
they're  only  the  protection  and  preservation  piece.  There  are  others 
in  the  United  States  that  go  far  beyond  that  and  have  been  quite 
successful  in  some  cases. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Excuse  me,  John.  Would  you  respond  to  the  Con- 
gressman with  respect  to  whether  or  not  there  is  any  UN  involve- 
ment in  any  of  that?  That  is  to  say,  are  there  any  UN  people  there 
doing  anything? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  there  are  no  UN  people  there  doing  anything. 
It's  all  the  people — the  local  managers  and  local  citizens  in  the  area 
do  all  the  work.  The  United  Nations  only  recognizes  the  reserve; 
it  does  not  provide  staffing  or  advice  or  an5rthing  like  that. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Is  there  any  authority  or 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  it's  a  recognition  device. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  not  a  management  device;  it  is  purely  an  au- 
thentication device,  one  might  say,  sort  of  like  a  national  land- 
mark. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  see. 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  It  doesn't  have  any  management  effects  except 
that  it  says  this  is  important  internationally.  It  has  no  effects  upon 
the  way  we  manage  beyond  that  recognition  taken  seriously,  but  no 
UN  involvement  in  the  management  process. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  take  it,  though,  that  the  Park  Service  recog- 
nizes the  designation  by  the  United  Nations  of  whatever  the  area 
is  as  a  biosphere  reserve;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  If  it's  a  national  park  area,  we  inform  the  public 
that  it,  in  fact,  is  a  biosphere  reserve  area,  as  well  as  a  United 
States  national  park.  Does  that  answer  your 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  think  so.  I  guess  I'm  trying — it  sounds  like 
the  United  Nations  isn't  really  involved  in  any  respect  in  any  man- 
agement respect,  but  that  it  is  under  the  auspices  of  the  United 
Nations  as  far  as  a  designation  as  a  reserve? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  answer  to  that  is  yes  to  all  the  pieces  of  that. 
We  voluntarily  initiate  the  designation;  we  don't  change  our  behav- 
ior in  any  way  beyond  what  we  would  be  doing  anyway.  There  is 
no  UN  involvement  in  management  and  no  UN  involvement  in  set- 
ting any  policy  with  respect  to  the  management  of  those  places.  Is 
that  correct,  John? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I'd  just  like  to  add  to  that.  The  only  cases  that 
I  know  of  where  it's  changed  our  behavior  is  that  it  has  increased 
our  involvement  with  the  local  communities  around  the  area.  The 
Mammoth  Cave  area  is  one,  in  particular,  and  the  local  counties 
in  the  Mammoth  Cave  area  have  actually  asked  to  have  the  area 
in  which  the  designation  applies  increased  because  of  the  benefits 
to  the  local  economy  over  the  long  run,  and  that's  happened  in  the 
last  year. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Is  there  a  line  item  for  this  particular  designa- 
tion as  a  biosphere  reserve? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Does  it  cost  the  country  anything? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir,  not  so  far  as  we  know. 

[Committee  note. — The  National  Park  Service  provided  the  fol- 
lowing information  after  the  hearing:] 

The  National  Park  Service  contributes  $65,000  each  year  in  support  of  the  U.S. 
National  Committee  for  Man  and  the  Biosphere,  which  coordinates  biosphere  pro- 
gram activities  in  the  U.S. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Are  there  any  more  reserves  to  be  designated 
at  this  time  that  you  know  of? 
Mr.  Reynolds.  Not  that  we  know  of 
Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir. 
Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you. 

VIOLENT  crime  REDUCTION  PROGRAM 

I  noticed  in  the  funding  request  you've  asked  for  $15.2  million  for 
funding  for  violent  crime  reduction  and  at-risk  youth.  Can  you  jus- 
tify out  of  your  budget  this  expenditure  as  opposed  to  perhaps  is 
this  not  money  better  spent  somewhere  else  under  a  specific  guide- 
line, perhaps  under  another  agency  or  another  authority? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  I  asked  the  same  question  in  my  own  brief- 
ing, and  I  asked  it  to  Mr.  Sheaffer,  who  I  guess  will  give  it  to  you 
directly.  Will  you  tell  the  Congressman  what  it  was  that  we're 
doing  with  that  money,  and  I  guess  I'd  add  another — having  asked 
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the  same  question  yesterday:  are  we  experiencing  increases  in  the 
kind  of  crime  that  our  kind  of  folks  are  having  to  cope  with  in  the 
parks  that  would  lead  us  to  do  this,  whether  or  not  there  were  a 
crime  bill  that  had  gotten  passed,  Mr.  SheafTer? 

Mr.  Yates.  Will  you  yield  for  a  second? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  about  the  problem?  I  mean,  why  do  you  need 
this  training  unless  you  have  a  problem?  And  tell  us  about  the 
problem.  How  intense  is  the  problem?  I  know  that  there  have  been 
instances  of  holdups  and  robberies  in  parks  in  the  past.  Now  how 
bad  is  it  that  you  require  $15  million  for  the  training? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Well,  the  $15  million  is  not  all  for  operation  to 
be  used  within  the  National  Park  Service.  Only  $5  million  of  it  is 
for  that  purpose.  And,  incidentally,  all  of  this  money  was  derived 
from  the  violent  crime  reduction  program  trust  fund,  as  I  under- 
stand it.  So  it  came  to  us  as  additive  to  our  normal  mark,  I  pre- 
sume. It  was  added  to  our  budget  from  that  separate  source.  Is 
that  fair  to  say  [asking  a  staff  member  in  the  audience]? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  answer  to  your  inquiry  was  yes. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes.  The  $5  million  will  be  targeted  to  projects 
since  it  is  nonrecurring  money;  it  is  only  to  be  with  us  for  two 
years.  The  authorization  is  for  $10  million,  $5  million  a  year  for 
two  years.  Given  that  it's  nonrecurring,  it  will  be  used  to  upgrade 
things  like  jails  that  we  have  in  parks  that  are  well  below  national 
prison  industry  standards,  law  enforcement  vehicles  that  are  well 
beyond  their  useful  life,  and  surveillance  equipment. 

And  in  answer  to  your  question,  our  urban  parks  experience  all 
of  the  same  crime  problems  that  the  urban  areas  do.  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area,  Gateway  National  Recreational  Area, 
and  the  like  have  many  of  the  same  problems,  of  course,  that  the 
inner  cities  do.  So,  yes,  we  have  some  more  problems  there. 

The  balance  of  the  program,  the  balance  of  the  $15.2  million,  is 
to  go  out  in  two  pieces;  one,  as  part  of  the  Land  and  Water  Con- 
servation Fund  grant  program  for  improving  crime  protection  in 
and  around  outdoor  recreation  facilities,  better  lights,  telephone, 
communications,  and  the  like;  and  one  also  for  UPARR.  A  portion 
of  it  is  for  the  UPARR  grant  program  that  would  go  out  to  provide 
increased  protection  in  and  around  inner  city  recreational  facilities. 
So  it's  not  all  to  be  used  within  the  national  parks. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Nethercutt,  is  that  responsive,  sir? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes.  I  guess  the  question  is,  further,  is  this  a 
proper  role  for  your  agency  to  be  providing?  Would  it  be  better 
done  by  someone  else?  I  understand  you  have  urban  and  you  have 
rural  or  wilderness  areas,  nonurban  parks,  to  police  as  well.  I'm 
just  trying  to  understand  whether  you  really  want  to  be  in  the 
business  of  being  a  police  agency  essentially. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  are,  unavoidably,  of  course,  in  a  lot  of  places. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Right. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  And  the  emphasis  that  Mr.  Sheaffer  offered  on 
urban  parks,  I'd  extend  that  to  say  that  in  a  lot  of  places  we  didn't 
think  were  urban  parks  are  now  urban  parks.  The  Everglades  are 
increasingly  becoming  an  urban  park  with  urban  problems.  Rocky 
Mountain  National  Park  is  going  to  be  an  urban  park,  if  it  isn't  al- 
ready. That's  true  of  Santa  Monica  Mountain  National  Recreation 
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Area  and  it's  true  of  a  lot  of  places  where  the  spread  of  urban-relat- 
ed problems  of  violence  and  poverty,  as  they  extend  themselves 
outward,  is  being  felt  in  the  parks,  some  on  an  everyday  basis. 

We,  my  Deputy,  Mr.  Reynolds,  and  I,  read  every  day  a  report 
that  comes  back  from  the  parks  about  incidents  of  crime  and  crime 
prevention  and  apprehension.  Mr.  Sheaffer  referred  to  lighting. 
Lighting  up  parking  lots  costs  money  but  it's  got  to  get  done.  Jails 
that  are  able  to  handle  the  traffic  and  kinds  of  traffic  we've  got  cost 
money.  The  kind  of  violence  you  get  in  the  back  country  is  a  dif- 
ferent kind  of  violence  than  was  true  10  years  ago. 

So  with  respect  to  the  policing  in  the  parks,  so  to  speak,  yes,  sir, 
that  is  something  we  just  have  to  recognize.  American  society  is — 
it's  not  more  violent;  it's  just  that  the  violence  has  spread. 

And  with  respect  to  the  other  pieces  of  it,  that  which  came  to  us 
from  the  Crime  Bill,  has  a  lot  of  pieces,  as  Mr.  Sheaffer  suggested. 
But  a  visit — the  kind  of  topical  experience  that  we  have  going  to 
places — I  think  of  Chaco  Canyon's  increasing  violence  and  Mesa 
Verde's  and  the  Canyon  deChelly,  looking  to  those  urban  places; 
there's  more  trouble  than  there  used  to  be. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I'm  sure  there's  a  problem.  I'm  not  disputing 
that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  guess  the  question  is,  do  you  feel  comfortable 
in  undertaking  that  responsibility  as  opposed  to  someone  else? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Let  me  respond  to  that,  Mr.  Nethercutt,  if  I  may, 
since  $5  million  of  the  $15.2  million  is  for  improved  safety  and 
crime-fighting  in  the  parks.  The  other  $10.2  million  is  basically 
grants,  recreation  grgmts  and  safety  improvement  grants  for  State 
and  local  urban  park  improvement,  safety  improvement  largely, 
but  also  recreation  grants. 

I  think  when  you  look  at  this  in  the  broader  context  of  the  dif- 
ferent places  that  the  Congress  decided  money  could  and  should  be 
spent  effectively  in  the  Crime  Bill — and  that's  an  awful  lot  of 
money — that  the  Park  Service  offers  a  very  attractive  way  to  spend 
a  very  small  amount  of  that  money  cost  effectively  because  the 
Park  Service  is  in  the  recreation  business  and  we  are  in  the  urban 
park  business,  and  we  know  something  about  what  those  personal 
needs  are.  So  when  you  look  at  some  of  the  alternatives,  for  exam- 
ple, there  are  proposals  to  spend  $100  million  on  recreation  grants 
through  the  U.S.  Oljonpic  Committee,  which  has  not  in  the  past 
been  intensively  in  the  business  of  urban  recreation  and  urban 
parks,  a  couple  of  a  million  dollars  through  the  Park  Service  to 
make  these  kinds  of  grants  and  a  few  million  to  work  directly  with 
the  partners  with  whom  we've  been  working  for  10  to  20  years  to 
do  what  you  have  to  do  in  urban  parks  to  improve  the  safety  of 
those  parks.  We  are  in  the  business;  we  know  how  to  do  this.  So 
we're  probably  a  very  cost-effective  mechanism  for  spending  a  very 
small  amount  of  that  money. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  see. 

Would  you  indulge  me  for  one  more  question?  I'm  sorry,  I  don't 
mean  to  overtake  my  time.  Maybe  you  can  answer  yes  or  no,  and 
then  I'll  come  back. 
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DATA  COLLECTION  FOR  ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Is  your  agency  involved  at  all  in  data  collection  for  ecosystem 
management  or  functions  perhaps  of  the  National  Biological  Serv- 
ice? And  if  so,  yes  or  no,  and  then  we  can  talk  about  it  later. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  answer  is  yes,  and  we  are  asking  for  a  sev- 
eral million  dollar  increase  for  inventory  and  monitoring  programs 
to  set  up  additional  pilot  programs  in  parks  because  what  we  know 
about  the  natural  resources  in  our  parks  in  many  cases  is  actually 
very  thin. 

The  division  of  responsibility  between  NBS  and  the  Park  Service 
is  that  the  National  Biological  Service  is  charged  with  the  respon- 
sibility for  developing  standards  and  protocols  and  developing  tech- 
nology nationwide,  so  that  the  parks,  the  park  system,  other  Fed- 
eral and  State  agencies  can  gather  data  in  a  consistent  fashion  and 
share  it.  But  the  principal  responsibility  for  actually  doing  park-by- 
park  inventories  and  monitoring  the  resource,  both  natural  and 
cultural  resource  conditions  within  the  parks,  that's  not  viewed  as 
a  biological  research  function  so  much  as  a  specific  park  function, 
and  that  remains  with  the  Park  Service.  And  that's  why  we  have 
asked  for  an  increase  in  the  park  inventory  and  monitoring  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1996. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'll  come  back  to 
that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  Mr.  Yates? 

ranger  firearms 

Mr.  Yates.  I  just  want  to  ask  one  question  following  up  Mr. 
Nethercutt.  I  remember  some  years  ago  we  had  before  this  commit- 
tee the  question  as  to  whether  to  provide  arms  for  your  rangers. 
The  rangers  weren't  armed,  and,  yet,  incidents  of  robbery  and  vio- 
lence were  taking  place  in  the  parks.  The  question  I  asked  when 
Mr.  Nethercutt  was  kind  enough  to  yield  to  me  was,  what  is  the 
crime  situation  now?  I  don't  think  you  really  answered  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It's  worse  than  it  was  when  you  provided  us  with 
those  arms. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  but  you  said  it  seems — from  your  answer,  I  get 
the  impression  it's  concentrated  in  the  city  parks 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  And  the  other  so-called  urban  parks. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I 

Mr.  Yates.  I  think  it's  probably  in  every  parking  lot  in  the  Sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is.  I  tried  to  amend  Mr.  Sheaffer's  response 
which  emphasized  urban  parks  to  say  that  this  is  an  urbanizing 
country,  and  the  problems  of  cities  are  present  in  every  place,  in- 
cluding the  most  remote.  It's  not  fair,  of  course — and  it's  histori- 
cally unsound — to  associate  these  problems  with  urban  problems. 
They're  American  problems.  Violence  is  an  American  propensity.  It 
has  been  urban  and  rural  throughout  our  history.  It's  just  that 
we're  experiencing  violence  particularly  where  there  are  a  lot  of 
people.  That  tends  to  be  where  our  parks  are  most  heavily  visited, 
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and  that  happens  to  be  in  cities,  but  this  is  not  an  urban  phenome- 
non. 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  your  rangers  wear  guns  now? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  May  I  give  you  a  specific  example? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Two  things:  No.  1,  there's  been  a  50  percent  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  firearms  we  have  confiscated  fi'om  visitors 
coming  to  parks  since  1987,  a  50  percent  increase. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  does  that  mean  in  terms  of  numbers?  You  say 
a  50  percent  increase. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  It's  gone  from — well,  I  don't  have  that  number. 
I'll  have  to  provide  the  number. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Firearms  Confiscated  in  Parks 

From  1987  to  1993,  the  number  of  weapons  seized  by  park  rangers  nearly  dou- 
bled, from  1,532  to  3,003.  The  percentage  increase  was  actually  96  percent  rather 
than  50  percent. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  But  I  want  to  tell  you  a  personal  example.  I  was 
superintendent  of  North  Cascades  National  Park  in  the  State  of 
Washington  from  1984  to  1988,  and  while  I  was  there  we  had  the 
first  person  raped  in  the  back  country  of  the  park.  We  had  the  first 
methamphetamine  lab  ever  found  within  the  park,  and  we  had  the 
first  running  of  drugs  between  the  Canadian  border  and  the  high- 
way to  the  Park  that  ever  happened.  All  those  are  still  going  on, 
and  there  is  nobody  else  within  that  park  jurisdiction  that  is  able 
to  deal  with  those  situations.  And  that's  a  remote  park.  And  that's 
true  all  over  the  country;  those  kinds  of  things  are  happening. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  remember  that  we  found  patches  of — what  was  it — 
marijuana  being  grown 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  Throughout  the  parks.  I  assume  that's 
still  going  on? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir.  We  are  dealing  with  the  eradication  of 
marijuana  growing  in  every  region  of  this  country  and 

Mr.  Yates.  So  this  program 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Reynolds'  reference  is  to  even  more  dangerous 
substances  than  that  are  being  grown  in  essentially  local  stills  in 
a  lot  of  places,  and  we  have  to  take  care  of  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  of  course  you  do.  One  of  your  primary  functions 
is  the  safety  of  your  visitors. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  And,  of  course,  secondarily,  and  maybe  primarily  as 
well,  is  the  safety  of  your  rangers,  who  have  to  face  up  to  these 
dangers  and  protect  the  people  who  are  visiting  there  and  try  to 
prevent  those  accidents. 

RANGER  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING 

Now  you  are,  as  I  understand,  you  are  asking  for  $5  million  out 
of  your  $15  million.  So  it's  all  for  training  your  rangers  for  this 
very  purpose;  is  that  the  correct  statement? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  It  is  principally  for  equipment  to  support  it,  for 
those  rangers  to  be  better  equipped. 


707 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  are  they  also  trained?  Do  you  have  training 
programs  for  them? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Separate  and  apart  from  this  money,  that's  true. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Yates.  Sure. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Aren't  you  training  these  folks  at  Glenco  and  Artesia, 
the  law  enforcement  training  centers  that  we  established? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen.  They  do  the  training  programs. 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  the  forest  rangers  in  the  National  Forests  also 
wear  side  arms?  Do  you  know? 

Mr.  Skeen.  In  some  parts  of  the  country  they  do,  like  Katron 
County,  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  Yates.  They  do,  you  say? 

Mr.  Skeen.  Yes,  they  can't  come  into  the  county  unless  they 
wear  their  firearm.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  is  that? 

Mr.  Skeen.  After  the  ban  on  the  firearms,  that  county,  the  coun- 
ty commission  over  there  voted  that  no  one  could  enter  the  county 
of  Katron  County,  New  Mexico  unless  you  had  a  firearm.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  I  see. 

Mr.  Skeen.  So  the  Forest  Service — and  the  Forest  Service  man- 
ages 98  percent  of  the  county,  and  the  county  commission  and  the 
Forest  Service  fight  continually.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Skeen.  That's  the  only  way  they  kept  peace  over  there. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Mutual  assured  destruction. 

Mr,  Skeen.  Mutual  assured  destruction,  yes.  [Laughter.] 

national  constitution  center 

Mr.  Regula.  a  couple  of  questions:  a  group  in  Philadelphia 
wants  to  build  on  Park  Service  property  at  Independence  Hall  a 
Constitution  Center.  Where  does  this  effort  stand?  Would  this  be 
in  the  form  of  a  concessionaire? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Regula,  the  Congress  puts  up  $230,000  a  year 
which  has  been  used  for  reviewing  the  education  process  inherit  in 
the  Constitution.  That  group  does  education.  It's  got  a  proposal  for 
a  very  large  Constitution  Center  which  would  be,  in  fact,  according 
to  the  proposal,  situated  within  three  blocks  in  front  of  Independ- 
ence Hall.  They're  going  to  have  to  raise  an  awful  lot  of  money. 
There  will  be  a  general  management  plan  on  the  street  in  July  that 
will  refer  to  that,  among  other  proposals,  for  that  area,  along  with 
a  complete  re-examination  of  the  way  we  address  the  core  of  Phila- 
delphia. A  draft  GMP  will  be  on  the  street  in  July,  that's  right,  for 
public  commentary.  This  is  a  great  big  proposal.  It  wouldn't  cost 
the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  would  it  be  on  park  property? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  that's  their  proposal,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  they  would  have  to  have  a  40-year  lease  or  some 
such  arrangement? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  they  would. 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  That  had  been  authorized  by  the  Congress  in  the 
creation  of  the  National  Constitution  Center  some  years  ago. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  it  would  be  on  park  property? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Not  that  it  would  be;  that  it  can  be. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Okay.  That's  a 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it's  contemplated  to  be  on  park  property? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That's  their  proposal. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  would  they  charge  a  fee  then? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  All  that  information  is  in  the  draft.  First  of  all, 
their  proposal  isn't  fully  fleshed  out.  We've  seen  the  architectural 
proposal.  Yesterday  I  asked  some  members  of  their  board  who  are 
financially  sophisticated  to  examine  the  financial  projections  and  to 
give  us  a  personal  view  as  to  the  soundness  of  those  projections. 
We're  going  to  be  walking  around  through  that  area  with  eight  or 
ten  historians  and  the  mayor  and  the  various  others  to  examine 
the  best  outcome  for  that,  and  we're  going  to  be  talking  about  it 
all  summer. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  you  say  it's  no  taxpayer  money,  but  I  have  a 
letter  here  from  Mr.  Grassier,  who  is  Chairman  of  the  National 
Constitution  Center,  in  which  he  says,  "It  anticipates  roughly  $50 
million  from  the  city  and  State  and  an  additional  $50  million  from 
the  Federal  Government." 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I'm  sure  Mr.  Grassier  and  that  board  would  be  de- 
lighted to  have  $50  million  of  Federal  money.  That's  not  a  Park 
Service  proposal.  I  haven't  seen  that  letter.  It's  most  interesting, 
Mr.  Chairman.  [Laughter.l 

Mr.  Regula.  At  this  moment,  you  do  not  anticipate  any  Federal 
money? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir.  I'm  surprised  and  deeply  impressed  by  the 
ambition  of  the  proponents  of  this.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  Does  the  Park  Service  support  the  concept — without 
funding? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Without  money,  the  concept  of  a  better  teaching 
facility  about  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  in  the  city  of 
Philadelphia  is  a  good  idea. 

ELLIS  ISLAND  BRIDGE 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates  will  veiy  well  remember  this,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Ellis  Island  Bridge 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  A  foot  bridge  from  New  Jersey  to  Ellis 
Island.  Originally,  the  Park  Service  opposed  it.  Now  you're  com- 
pleting an  EIS  and  have  "changed  your  minds?" 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  EIS  was  directed  by  the  Congress  to  address 
the  implications  of  a  bridge  being  built.  We  were  not  asked  by  the 
Congress  to  measure  whether  or  not  there  should  be  one.  Congress 
very  specifically  said:  thou  shalt  produce  an  EIS  that  tells  us  what 
the  consequences  of  such  a  bridge  would  be. 
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I  gather  that  as  the  EIS  has  proceeded  the  Park  Service  has 
tried  to  examine  what  the  various  ways  of  getting  to  and  from  Elhs 
Island  might  be,  but  we  haven't  changed  our  minds.  The  Congress 
told  within  a  pretty  severe  limitation  what  it  was  that  we  were  to 
do,  and  we  have  tried  to  comply  with  the  Congress'  will  there. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you  do  it  without  comment  as  to  merits? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  EIS  is  in  the  preliminary  draft  stage.  We 
haven't  expressed  a  view  very  definitive  as  to  whether  this  is  the 
only,  best,  or  other  outcome. 

Mr.  Yates.  May  I  make  a  point,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  the  opinion  of  this  Committee  that  it  shouldn't  be 
constructed. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  Senate  that  it  should 
be  constructed. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  I  don't  know  how  you  get  a  bridge  floating  be- 
tween those  two  opinions.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It's  an  interesting  problem  of  abutments,  Mr. 
Yates.  [Laughter.] 

As  you  know,  the  funds  to  carry  forward  a  phase  of  this  is  in  re- 
scission. I  gather  both  Houses  have  agreed  to  "rescis"  the  money 
to  get  on  with  this. 

Mr.  Yates.  With  the  EIS? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  the  EIS  is  paid  for,  but  it's  the  next  stage — 
bridge  construction — of  physical  proceeding  along  these  lines  that 
is  in  rescission,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  do  you  mean  by 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  construction  money. 

Mr.  Yates.  Construction  money  for  the  bridge? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  well,  you  took  it  out;  that's  good,  isn't  it?  We  took 
it  out.  You  and  I  took  it  out. 

Mr.  Regula.  Right.  [Laughter.] 

So  he's  going  to  support  our  rescission  bill.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  I  will  support  that  part  of  the  rescission  bill.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But  we're  going  to  build  the  bridge  with  salvage 
timber.  [Laughter.] 

petroglyph  national  monument 

Mr.  Regula.  And  on  another  interesting  subject — I  don't  know, 
Mr.  Skeen,  if  you  want  to  weigh  in  on  this.  You  commented  on  it 
in  your  justifications,  the  Petroglyph  National  Monument  road 
issue. 
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Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  it's  a  very  severe  infraction  issue  because  Albu- 
querque is  growing  around  the  Petroglyph  area,  and  the  infraction 
on  traffic  now  because  of  the  advent  of  several  big  installations 
such  as  Intel's  plant  and  some  of  the  rest,  it's  worse  than  the  14th 
Street  Bridge,  if  you  can  imagine  that,  in  a  place  like  New  Mexico 
where  anybody  with  four-wheel  drive  can  go  anywhere.  But  that 
situation  has  not  come  to  any  resolution. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir.  Mr.  Skeen  and  I  have  discussed  this  mat- 
ter. Our  position  remains,  as  it  has  consistently  been,  that  the 
Park  Service  opposes  the  construction  of  a  east-west  road  through 
Petroglyph  National  Monument. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Through  the  Petroglyphs — and  I  think  with  good  rea- 
son. There  are  other  compromise  routes,  and  I  think  that  what 
they  need  to  do  is  get  a  settlement  or  a  decision  made  by  the  war- 
ring parties  to  come  to  some  resolution  on  this  thing  because,  with 
the  additional  growth,  it  just  gets  worse  every  day. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  we  take  the  same  view.  We  very  much  hope 
that  the  affected  persons,  including  the  city  of  Albuquerque,  will 
help  us  alleviate  that  problem,  but  without  ramming  a  road 
through  that  space. 

Mr.  Skeen.  It's  a  situation — the  site  itself  is  one  that's  very  wor- 
thy of  preservation  and  there  are  alternatives  that  I  think  that 
they  could  reach,  but  it  inconveniences  some.  And,  also,  there's  a 
matter,  too,  of  people  who  have  residential  development  concerns 
involved  with  thing.  So  it  also  becomes  political,  economic,  and 
trafficwise,  and  all  the  rest  of  it.  So  it's  a  very  difficult  thing,  and 
the  Park  Service  is  right  in  the  middle  of  it  and  has  tried  to  be  an 
arbitrator,  and  I  think  you've  done  a  pretty  good  job.  At  least 
you've  maintained  your  position;  everybody  else  is  changing  theirs. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Skeen.  We  appreciate  your  position. 

MOUNT  RUSHMORE  NATIONAL  MEMORIAL 

Mr.  Regula.  Mt.  Rushmore,  it  appears  that  the  Park  Service, 
through  the  superintendent,  did  some  creative  financing,  in  co- 
operation with  the  concessionaire,  to  renovate  structures,  and  par- 
ticularly the  visitors'  center,  built  an  auditorium,  and  you  have  a 
friends  group  that  works,  too.  It  sounds  like  it's  a  positive  effort, 
but  it  goes  to  that  question  we  talked  about  earlier,  and  that's  the 
accounting 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  For  the  concession  monies. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  endorse  the  kind  of  program  that  was  done 
at  Mt.  Rushmore  or  do  you  think  there  are  some  dangers  in  that? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  strongly  endorse  the  creation  of  a  facility  that 
lets  people  park  and  the  creation  of  a  visitors'  center  is  a  very 
sound  idea.  We  also  endorse  rigorous  accounting  for  that,  and 
that's  one  of  those  instances  in  which,  with  great  regularity,  we 
should  be  reporting  to  you  specifically  on  the  amount  of  money 
that's  spent  and  exactly  for  what.  That  project  is  a  good  project.  It 
doesn't  need  to  be  surrounded  by  any  doubts  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  monies  are  being  appropriately  spent. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Yates? 
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PARK  SERVICE  DIVISION  BY  NATURAL  AND  HISTORIC  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Mr.  Yates.  I  asked  you  this  question  at  another  hearing,  and 
that  is  whether  the  Park  Service  ought  to  be  divided  into  its  natu- 
ral responsibilities — by  "natural,"  I  mean  natural  areas,  Yellow- 
stone, Yosemite,  the  other  areas  that  receive  so  many  visitors  for 
the  natural  beauties  of  the  parks — and  your  historical  responsibil- 
ities, the  building  where  Washington  was  sworn  in,  Independence 
Hall,  the  battlefields,  the  other  things,  the  other  historical  places. 
And  I  think  the  answer  you  gave  me  was,  no,  that  this  is  a  place 
for  the  Park  Service.  And,  yet,  as  I  listen  to  you  testify  this  morn- 
ing, I  couldn't  help  thinking  that  the  Park  Service  is  getting  so 
large.  Is  it  getting  too  large?  Shouldn't  you  be — well,  to  use  a  popu- 
lar word  these  days — downsized  into  two  smaller  creations,  one 
that  will  supervise  the  natural  areas  and  one  that  will  take  care 
of  the  historic?  You  would  be  a  natural  for  the  historic  places,  not 
that  you're  not  for  the  natural  places  as  well.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  you're  adding  more  and  more  historical  places  as  you  go  along, 
but  I  wonder  whether  you  can  give  it  all  the  attention  that  it  de- 
serves. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Yates,  this  is  a  profound  philosophical  point, 
and 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  hope  it's  more  than  philosophical.  I'm  trying 
to  be  practical. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  it's  practical,  too. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  But  the  question  becomes,  essentially,  is  there  a 
sound  management  reason  for  training  people  who  have  sufficient 
concurrence  of  function  in  the  management  of  large  numbers  of  the 
public's  two  areas  and  educating  the  public  about  those  places,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  common  problems  of  protecting  those  places, 
whether  or  not  they're  visited,  because  they  are  themselves  signifi- 
cant? 

Mr.  Yates.  Right. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  feel  very  strongly — after  less  exposure  to  the 
Park  Service,  actually,  than  you've  had.  Sir,  but  some  exposure 
over  the  years,  and  a  little  more  intense  exposure  recently — I  feel 
very  strongly  that  these  two  kinds  of  management  are  sufficiently 
alike,  and  inform  each  other  regularly  because  of  their  coincidence, 
that  they  should  not  be  divided. 

And  I'd  like  to  try  to  get  you  a  decent,  lengthy,  reasoned  docu- 
ment about  that.  I  think  this  is  a  very  important  question  and  I 
don't  want  to  respond  to  it  too  quickly,  but  I  feel — I  could  give  you 
just  a  couple  of  anecdotes  that  lead  me  to  think  that  this  is  true. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  But  I  want  to  give  you  a  longer  answer. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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TYPES  OF  PARK  UNITS 

Although  the  National  Park  Service  is  most  commonly  associated  with  the  great 
natural  parks,  it  has  always  had  substantial  responsibility  for  historical  or 
cultural  parks  as  well.  Eight  of  the  36  areas  assigned  to  the  NPS  upon  its 
creation  in  1916  were  primarily  cultural.  Since  1933,  when  most  of  the 
historic  battlefields,  monuments,  and  memorials  administered  by  other  federal 
agencies  were  transferred  to  the  NPS,  cultural  areas  have  composed  a  majority 
of  the  national  park  system. 

Significant  cultural  resources  are  also  present  in  many  parks  established 
primarily  for  their  natural  and  recreational  values.   Examples  include  the 
great  rustic  hotels  at  Glacier  and  Grand   Canyon  national  parks,  the  coastal 
fortifications  at  Gateway  and  Golden  Gate  national  recreation  areas,  and  the 
famous  lighthouse  at  Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore.   In  some  parks,  like  the 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  National  Historical  Park,  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway, 
and  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area,  natural,  cultural,  and 
recreational  values  are  so  intermingled  that  it  is  difficult  to  assign  such 
parks  to  a  predominant  category.   Indeed,  the  NPS  stopped  categorizing  its 
parks  as  natural,  historical,  or  recreational  nearly  two  decades  ago  when  it 
realized  how  widely  these  values  were  shared. 

Because  predominantly  natural  parks  like  Yellowstone  are  also  rich  in  history 
and  cultural  resources,  they  require  specialists  in  cultural  resource 
preservation  and  historical  interpretation  to  manage  their  historic  features 
and  present  them  to  the  public.   Conversely,  historical  areas  like  Gettysburg 
National  Military  Park  require  natural  resource  specialists  to  help  manage 
cultural  landscapes  composed  largely  of  natural  elements. 

Parks  of  differing  primary  characteristics  also  have  much  in  common.   All 
represent  significant  aspects  of  America's  heritage,  and  all  must  be  preserved 
and  protected  while  being  made  accessible  and  understandable  to  the  public. 
Although  specialized  skills  are  needed  to  care  for  particular  resources,  there 
are  more  similarities  than  differences  in  natural  and  cultural  park 
management . 

Because  natural  and  cultural  resources  are  so  intermingled  throughout  the 
national  park  system,  and  because  even  the  most  diverse  parks  have  common 
management  requirements,  dividing  the  NPS  into  natural  and  cultural  resource 
agencies  would  be  neither  easy  nor  economical.   In  the  General  Authorities  Act 
of  1970  (P.L.  91-383,  84  Stat.  825),  Congress  declared  that  "the  national  park 
system,  which  began  with  establishment  of  Yellowstone  National  Park  in  1872, 
has  since  grown  to  include  superlative  natural,  historic,  and  recreation 
areas  .  .  .  ,-  that  these  areas,  though  distinct  in  character,  are  united 
through  their  inter-related  purposes  and  resources  into  one  national  park 
system  as  cumulative  expressions  of  a  single  national  heritage;  that, 
individually  and  collectively,  these  areas  derive  increased  national  dignity 
and  recognition  of  their  superb  environmental  quality  through  their  inclusion 
jointly  with  each  other  in  one  national  park  system  preserved  and  managed  for 
the  benefit  euid  inspiration  of  all  the  people  of  the  United  States  .  .  .  . " 
This  declaration  seems  no  less  valid  a  quarter -century  later. 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  In  Mr.  Reg^jla's  district,  between  the  time  of 
Christ  and  400  A.D.  there  were  Indians  living  who  created  an  as- 
tonishing culture  out  of  obsidian  from  the  area  of  Yellowstone  Na- 
tional Park  and  from  chalcedony  that  comes  from  our  current  hold- 
ings in  North  Dakota. 

If  you  go  to  Yellowstone  National  Park  with  the  assumption  that 
you're  just  going  to  a  place  that's  full  of  natural  wonders  and  not 
a  place  that  has  been  the  source  of  sculptural  material  for  humans 
for  2,000  years  and  that  the  interchange  of  trade  relationships  to 
Yellowstone  National  Park  and  central  Ohio  tell  us  something 
about  Indian  life  and  the  extent  of  their  relationships.  If  you  go  to 
Pecos  National  Historical  Park,  you  simply  can't  understand  what 
you're  looking  at  when  you  see  a  mission  building  and  a  pueblo  un- 
less you  know  something  about  the  relationship  of  those  people  to 
the  buffalo  that  provided  one  source  of  living,  the  corn  that  they 
grew  there,  and  the  relationship  between  their  life  physically,  their 
actual  means  of  sustaining  life,  and  the  life  at  the  intersection  of 
the  plains  and  the  mountains.  You  have  to  know  something  about 
ecology  to  teach  history  with  any  respectability. 

It's  also  true  that  a  lot  of  urban  parks  today  are  both.  There's 
old  growth  right  behind  the  Custis  Lee  Mansion.  It's  the  last  rem- 
nant of  the  Custis  forest.  It's  been  there  for  1,000  years  uncut.  And 
if  you  want  a  kid  who  happens  to  grow  up  in  Arlington  and  is  poor 
to  know  something  about  what  big  trees  are  like  and  what  the 
ground  cover  underneath  an  old  forest  system  is,  you  ought  to  do 
it  right  there.  Now,  it  helps  that  Robert  E.  Lee  of  the  Civil  War 
and  all  that  stuff  is  100  yards  away,  but  through  that  little  valley 
you  can  learn  more  about  what  this  Potomac  valley  looked  like,  felt 
like,  smelled  like  than  you  can  anywhere  else  within  range  of  a 
poor  kid  living  in  a  city. 

We  do  better  by  those  interactions.  Our  problem  is  helping  peo- 
ple learn  their  history  in  the  light  of  environmental  determination. 
Why  is  that  there  were  more  people  in  St.  Louis  and  Cahokia,  Illi- 
nois, in  the  13th  century  than  there  were  in  London  or  Rome?  Why 
weren't  they  there  by  the  15th  century?  Because  they  didn't  take 
care  of  the  land.  They  didn't  know  as  much  as  we  now  know  about 
ecology.  They  didn't  know — it  isn't  just  a  matter  of  waste  disposal; 
it's  a  matter  of  how  much  timber  can  you  grow  how  fast.  So,  by 
golly,  I  think  we  ought  to  be  teaching  Ainericans  history  which  we 
think  of  as  biological  and  biology  in  places  we  think  are  historical. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  Roger,  the  question  comes  to  my  mind:  is  this 
what  Theodore  Roosevelt  and  Gifford  Pinchot  had  in  mind  for  the 
National  Park  Service  when  they 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  hope  it's  what  Theodore  Roosevelt  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  it  is.  I  think  he  thought  of 
it  as  being  a  natural  wonderland. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Then  I  think  he  was  wrong  or  had  insufficient  un- 
derstanding of  the  possibilities  of 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  perhaps  that  was  the  limitations  imposed  upon 
the  surveys  at  that  time 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  And  that  this  has  evolved,  this  concept 
of  yours  has  evolved  since  that  time.  And  the  question  comes  to  my 
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mind  immediately,  yes,  it's  a  great  thing  that  you  want  to  propose, 
but  I  cannot  see  the  Congress  giving  you  enough  money  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Oh,  well,  if  the  Congress  won't  give  us  enough 
money — our  job  is  to  advocate  for  the  maintenance  of  these  wonder- 
ful places  and  to  advocate  for  them  as  teaching  places.  That's  our 
job.  We  take  care  of  them;  we  take  care  of  the  visitors,  and  we  take 
care  of  the  teaching  responsibilities  that  we've  got,  and  we'll  con- 
tinue to  do  that.  We  hope  to  try  to  persuade  you  once  more  to  do 
what  you  conventionally  do,  which  is  to  understand  our  work  better 
than  we  do,  and,  therefore,  give  us  the  money  to  do  it  better. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  that's  right.  I'm  willing  to  do  it.  The  only  ques- 
tion is  whether  Mr.  Regula  is  willing  to  do  it.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Regula  has  been  trying,  as  you  have,  for  years 
and  years  to  do  right  by  the  park  system,  and 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  there's  no  doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy  [continuing].  We  know  he'll  sustain  that  process. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes,  but  he's  trapped  these  days.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  No  comment.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skeen? 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  have  no  more  questions.  I  think  the  last  disserta- 
tion was  one  of  the  best  I  have  ever  heard  anyone  make. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Oh,  thank  you,  sir. 

new  MEXICO  CIVILIZATIONS 

Mr.  Skeen.  And  I  want  to  commend  you  on  it.  Of  course,  our 
part  of  the  country  lends  itself  to  that,  and  we  still  don't  know  why 
people  disappeared,  the  civilizations  that  we  had  in  northwestern 
New  Mexico  that  just  absolutely  disappeared  for  no  real  reason  yet, 
and  we're  still  searching  for  those  reasons,  but 

Mr.  Yates.  I  think  we  ought  to  give  some  money  to  the  Park 
Service  to  find  out.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skeen.  Well,  sir,  I  think  that's  not  a  bad  idea.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  No,  I'm  serious. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Oh,  I'm  very  serious,  too.  It's  a  marvelous  concept  be- 
cause you  get  to  thinking  that  what  we  see  today  was  started  yes- 
terday, and  we  don't  have  a  real  appreciation  for  how  we  got  where 
we  are  or  what  developed.  We  always  think  that  we're  such  su- 
preme beings.  Those  folks  maybe  knew  more  about  their  situation 
and  understood  more,  traveled  great  distances,  farther  than  we 
ever  deemed  possible.  We've  got  roadways  that  we  don't  know 
where  they  came  from,  trade  routes,  items  of  trade  that  came  from 
thousands  of  miles  away,  like  shells  from  the  sea,  and  you  find 
them  in  northwest  New  Mexico.  They  were  making  jewelry  out  of 
them. 

NEW  MEXICO  turquoise  FOUND  IN  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  just  found  some  New  Mexico  turquoise  in 
western  Louisiana  buried  in  layers  of  archeology  that  predate  2000 
B.C. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  did  you  happen  to  find  it? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Oh,  we  keep  doing  work,  Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  know,  but  I  mean  how 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  We  in  the  Park  Service  have  got  archeologists 
that  are  out  there  working  with  State  archeologists,  and  in  that 
case  we  are  under  an  injunction  to  pursue  the  antiquity  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  in  the  course  of  that  we  have  contract  with  $10,000  or 
$20,000  to  do  archeology.  Occasionally,  they  find  things  that  tell 
us 

Mr.  Yates.  That's  fascinating,  but  I  just  wonder  how  you  hap- 
pened to  find  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  there  are  three  or  four  sites  that  actually  in 
the  aggregate  probably  shouldn't  be  in  the  National  Park  System, 
but  ought  to  be  in  somebody's  park  system. 

Mr.  Skeen.  They're  good  money  managers  on  some  of  the  things. 
That's  why  I  was  asking  about  that  retention  of  fees. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  think  we've  funded  a  lot  of  things  a  little  on  the 
side  here  once  a  while. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  that's  the  best  spent  $20,000  that  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  ever  got. 

Mr.  Skeen.  I  agree  with  you.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Yates.  It's  not  pork.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skeen.  No,  no  pork;  it's  turquoise.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  wanted  to  chime  in  with  Mr.  Skeen.  It's  always 
a  treat  to  get  your  homilies  extempore  at  these  sessions.  We  could 
probably  market  this,  Roger,  and  help  with  some 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  he  does  have  some  books  in  case  you're  inter- 
ested. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Skeen.  We  ought  to  name  him  a  national  monument. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

PARK  SERVICE  COORDINATION  WITH  NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE 

HUMANITIES 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  was  going  to  ask  this  anyway,  but  what  you  were 
just  talking  about  makes  it  even  more  timely,  I  guess.  You've  been 
an  eloquent  advocate  for  seeing  the  Park  System  as  a  repository  of 
our  national  and  pre-national  culture  and  history.  Do  you  all  talk 
to  the  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  about  these  things,  and  if 
not,  will  you,  and  if  you  are,  what  do  you  talk  about? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  have,  in  their  terms,  a  conversation  going  with 
them.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  A  national  conversation.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  In  a  previous  incarnation,  I  worked  for  the  Smith- 
sonian Institution,  and  there  was  what  was  called  the  Yates'  Rule 
which  said  that  thou  shalt  not  seek  grants  from  the  NEA  or  Yates 
for  the  Smithsonian  Institution.  I  don't  believe  the  Yates'  Rule  ac- 
tually was  ever  an  absolute  rule 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  it  wasn't  absolute,  but  the  Yates'  Rule  provided 
that  if  they  want  money  through  grants,  they  ought  to  come  to  us 
directly  and  ask  for  it,  as  being  part  of  their  function,  rather  than 
taking  money  out  of  some  other  place 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  Taking  it  out  of  universities  and  other 
places  that  could  properly  use  it. 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Skaggs,  I  think  that  the  best  way  for  us  to 
proceed  along  those  lines  is  for  us  to  find  parallel  processes  with 
universities  and  colleges  and  with  some  school  systems,  both  in  the 
arts  and  the  humanities,  in  which  we  lay  some  money  beside  their 
money  and  get  on  with  partnerships  that  do  try  to  work.  We  do 
that  a  lot  actually  in  the  biological  sciences  already,  but  we  also 
need  to  do  that  in  history  and  in  archeology  much  more  than  we 
do  now.  And  we're  lobbying  up  a  whole  set  of  partnering  arrange- 
ments— we  have  them  now,  but  we  need  to  do  a  lot  more  of  that, 
in  which  their  money  goes  to  somebody  else,  but  we  need  to  be  sure 
that  we're  working  together. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Yes,  I  was  not  suggesting  that 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Skaggs  [continuing].  There  be  money  changing  hands 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Skaggs  [continuing].  Between  the  two  of  you. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Hackney  smd  I  have  been  brooding  about 
ways  of  getting  maximum  multipliers  on  both  of  our 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And  I  think  not  just  because  of  the  impact,  as  it 
were,  on  the  ground  or  in  the  mind,  but  I  would  think  you  would 
both  enhance  your  political  profiles,  if  you  will,  maybe  his  more 
than  yours,  from  that  kind  of  partnership. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir.  We'll  find  him  shortly  and  encourage  that 
process. 

Mr.  Yates.  What  are  you  and  Sheldon  Hackney  talking  about  di- 
rectly? [Laughter.] 

I  mean,  what  is  it  you  want  to  accomplish? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Oh,  well,  we  want  to  accomplish  better  scholar- 
ship that  flows  into  the  information  we  give  our  visitors.  That's 
what  we  want  to  do.  We  want  to  know  that  what  we  tell  people, 
when  they  come  to  the  parks,  is  accurate,  sound,  interesting,  well 
presented,  and  we  tie  to  the  rest  of  the  American  education  that 
way.  So  that's  what  we're  doing. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  that  relates  to  the  Yates'  Rule  in  this:  that 
there's  no  reason  in  the  world  why  he  can't  give  grants  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  there's  not.  My  hunch  is  that  the  best  way  to 
do  that  is  for  him  to  do  it  with  the  outfits  he  understands  best,  col- 
leges and  universities 

Mr.  Yates.  Right. 

Mr.  Kennedy  [continuing].  And  we'll  just  try  to  tie  into  them 
more  effectively. 

Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you. 

legislation  on  fees  and  concessions 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Does  the  budget  that  you've  presented  presume  any- 
thing, assume  anything  about  additional  authorizing  legislation  on 
the  fees  and  concessions  side,  or  is  that 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  it  does,  sir.  It  does.  There  are  assumed  reve- 
nues in  the  1996  budget,  are  there  not,  Mr.  Sheafier,  from  an  as- 
sumption as  to  what  can  be  secured  from  fees  retained  in  parks 
and  from  a  modest  elevation  in  the  take-home  for  the  parks  from 
the  concessions.  Is  that  not  correct? 
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Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes,  with  this  qualification:  actually,  the  1996 
budget  is  not  afTected  by  the  legislation  that  we're  proposing.  It 
would  be  subsequent  Fiscal  Years  in  which 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Excuse  me,  I'm  a  year  off. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  [continuing].  Yes — that  would  be  felt  in  the  budg- 
et. The  fee  legislation  that  we  expect  to  send  over  soon  would  allow 
us  to  raise  fees  and  revenues,  about  $32  million,  in  1997. 

I  believe  it's  more  a  matter  of  having  the  budget  numbers  reflect 
when  the  benefit  would  be  received.  We  would  actually  increase  the 
fees  in  1996;  we  could  increase  the  fees  the  minute  the  legislation 
was  passed.  Our  numbers  reflect  the  benefit  to  the  Park  Service 
being  felt  in  1997. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  answer,  though,  is  that  we  wouldn't  and 
shouldn't 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  would  not.  Upon  passage,  the  way  the  legisla- 
tion is  proposed,  we  would  capture  the  incremental  increase  in  fees 
in  the  subsequent  Fiscal  Year.  Therefore,  we  would  hope  to  have 
the  new  fees  in  effect  for  all  of  Fiscal  Year  1996,  so  that  we  could 
then  capture  them  in  1997. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But,  presumably,  through  something  like  a 
reprogramming,  if  you  started  getting  money  in  in  1996  that  we 
needed  to  deal  with  in  1996,  that's  within  contemplation? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  that's  not  the  way  it  reads.  It  reads  as  though 
we  would  have  the  increased  fees  in  effect  for  all  of  Fiscal  Year 
1996,  creating  additional 

Mr.  Skaggs.  No,  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  [continuing].  An  additional  $32  million. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  But,  again,  why  wait?  If 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes,  that  money  would  be  deposited  in  the  Treas- 
ury and  be  available  for  appropriation  if  it  were  done  in  advance 
of  that;  that's  correct. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And  we  could  put  something  in  a  supplemental, 
whatever? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  You  certainly  could.  Yes,  you  certainly  could. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Regula.  This  contemplates  the  legislation 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes,  it  does.  Yes,  it  does,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  That's  now  working  its  way  through 
the  authorizing  process. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That's  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  our  proposal  is  not  on  the  Hill  yet. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  But  there  are  proposals  that  would  achieve  this 
result  now  working  their  way  through,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  Okay. 

financial  management  update 

Mr.  Skaggs.  And,  finally,  I  just  wanted  to  give  you  a  chance  to 
update  us  on,  if  you  will,  the  aftermath  of  our  joint  hearing  with 
the  Resources  Committee  and — is  there  something  amusing  here 
that  I  didn't  realize? 

Mr.  Regula.  We  just  thought  it  was  not  the  usual  style  of  this 
subcommittee. 
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Mr.  Skaggs.  It  certainly  wasn't.  But  I'm  just  curious  how  things 
are  going  on  your  accounting  reform  efforts. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  process  to  make  the  corrections  needed  in  the 
1988  to  1991  numbers  is  underway,  as  I  reported  earher  to  the 
Chairman.  We  have  before  him  a  very  detailed  report  as  to  the 
course  of  action  now  underway  with  which  we  and  the  Inspector 
General  are  in  entire  agreement.  That  process  is  being  overseen  by 
a  review  panel  of  three  distinguished  and  sophisticated  financial 
people,  representing  Perot  Data  Systems,  Arthur  Andersen  and 
Company,  and  a  former  0MB  examiner  who  covered  our  work.  We 
believe  that  process  is  entirely  in  accord  with  the  intention  and  in- 
structions of  both  Committees. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Nethercutt? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  was  also  touched,  certainly,  by  your  statement  regarding  the 
historical  bent  of  what  you  do  and  what  we  all  ought  to  know  as 
a  nation  in  connection  with  your  services,  and  I  respect  that.  How- 
ever, I  want  to  look  at  it  in  a  little  different  way,  and  that's  laud- 
able that  your  mission  is  as  it's  stated. 

PARK  service  backlogs 

We  have  a  backlog  of  acquisitions  in  the  Park  Service  of  any- 
where between  $1  and  $2  billion. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  We  have  a  construction  backlog  of  about  $6 
million — billion,  excuse  me — as  I'm  informed,  a  park  operations 
backlog  of  nearly  a  billion.  It  sounds  like  the  broad  mission  of  the 
Park  Service  is  such  that  maybe  we're  reaching  a  time  where  you, 
as  Director,  and  your  successors  have  to  analyze  whether  we  can 
keep  on  the  path  that  you're  keeping  in  terms  of  backlog  in  acquisi- 
tions, backlog  in  maintenance,  backlog  in  construction,  meeting  the 
day-to-day  practical  problems  of  crime  in  the  parks,  and  so  on. 

Will  there  ever  come  a  time — and  this  is  not  only  philosophical 
but  substantive — will  there  ever  come  a  time  when,  in  your  judg- 
ment, we'll  catch  up  and  you  won't  have  to  be  back  here  trying  to 
solve  the  problems  that  you  face  by  asking  the  taxpayers  for  more 
money?  And  it  goes,  too,  to  this  issue  of  whether  there  is  or  is  not 
an  accurate  park  inventory.  Is  there?  Is  there  not?  I  know  you've 
asked  for  funds  here,  over  $3  million,  I  think,  this  year  and  in  past 
years,  to  identify  what  you  have. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Again,  I'm  not  diminishing  your  commitment 
to  historical  benefit  and  archeology,  and  the  rest — that's  proper — 
but  let's  be  practical. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  Mr.  Nethercutt,  perhaps  there  are  two  re- 
sponses to  that.  And  the  first — given  my  personal  enthusiasm  for 
teaching — is  intended  to  make  what  we  already  do  when  we  engage 
with  visitors  better.  That's  not,  so  to  speak,  new  bodies  doing  new 
things.  It's  just  let's  do  it  right.  Let's  do  it  right. 

Why  is  it  that  you  keep  giving  us  more  money  and  we  keep  re- 
porting to  you  we  need  more  and  that  there's  an  accumulating 
backlog  in  things  we  need  to  do  to  take  care  of  what  we've  gotten? 
We  naturally  are  coping  with  what  we've  gotten  from  you  as  well 
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as  trying  to  raise  private  money.  Housing,  it's  a  significant  factor. 
Fees  and  concessions  legislation,  obviously,  are  marginal,  but  sig- 
nificant improvements.  We've  reviewed  again  the  state  of  our  var- 
ious components  of  backlog,  line  item  construction,  repair,  rehabili- 
tation, roads,  8,000  miles  of  roads,  more  than  the  State  of  Arizona 
has  to  take  care  of.  Do  we  ask  you  for  enough  money  to  take  care 
of  just  the  roads  alone?  No,  we  do  not.  The  State  of  Arizona  itself, 
with  probably  the  same  problem,  asks  various  sources  to  pay  for 
that,  for  about  twice  as  much.  Are  our  roads  getting  better?  Not 
much.  We're  ministering  to  potholes  and  doing  the  best  we  can.  Are 
we  taking  care  of  the  restoration  of  our  wetlands  and  tundra  and 
natural  resources?  Are  we  taking  care  of  the  22,000  historic  build- 
ings in  our  care?  Not  adequately. 

I  couldn't — I  wouldn't  want  to  tell  you  that  we  are  coming  to  you 
with  enough  money  to  catch  up.  We're  asking  you  for  enough 
money  to  make  do  and  just  to  make  do  to  take  care,  to  prevent  irre- 
coverable deterioration  of  these  places  we  have  in  trust.  It's  an  on- 
going agony.  I  could  give  you,  sir,  14  categories  of  backlogs  with 
their  best  estimates. 

Actually,  we  have  a  pretty  good  handle  on  the  magnitudes  of 
those  backlogs.  You  break  them  down  into  various  categories  and 
respond  to  very  specific  questions  about  how  about  this  or  that  or 
the  other.  We  can  do  that.  That's  not  a  problem  with  misinforma- 
tion or  a  lack  of  information. 

What  we've  done  in  this  country  is  to  accumulate  places  we 
thought  were  very  important  and  we  have  not  sustained  those 
places  adequately.  We're  in  entire  agreement  about  that.  What  do 
you  do  about  that?  There  have  been  a  variety  of  questions  here.  Do 
you  divest?  Do  you  raise  more  private  money?  Do  you  jack  up  the 
cost  to  people  who  come  in  there?  The  answer  to  all  of  those  is,  yes, 
you  do.  And  you  probably  over  time  will — not  over  time,  very  quick- 
ly— will  have  to  control  the  number  of  vehicles,  certainly,  and  prob- 
ably people,  who  can  get  there  because  it  costs  you  money  to  take 
care  of  each  of  them. 

It's  an  ongoing,  serious  responsibility  for  all  of  us,  and  I  don't 
have  any  nice,  neat  answer  except  it's  just  we're  going  to  be  back 
here  next  year  and  we're  going  to  be  back  here  the  year  after  that. 
And  unless  somebody  provides  a  magic  wand,  somebody's  going  to 
be  sitting  in  this  chair  talking  to  you  10  years  from  now  with  very 
much  the  same  litany  of  problems. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Would  it  help  to  have  States  undertake  the  re- 
sponsibilities that  you  all  are  trying  to  undertake  as  best  you  can, 
given  the  resources  you  have? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Can  we  turn  some  of  that  over,  so  that  some- 
body else  can  do  it? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  The  answer  to  that  is  that  we  are  engaged 
in  a  couple  of  things  that  have  made  the  news  in  the  last  week  or 
so.  One  of  them  has  to  do  with  turning  over  some  things  to  States, 
like  roadways.  Of  course,  the  State's  got  to  be  willing  to  pay  for 
that,  too. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Somebody's  going  to  pay  for  it.  It's  not  going  to 
go  away. 
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We  have  done  the  same  thing  with  regard  to  some  efforts  to  pro- 
vide opportunities  for  Indian  tribes  to  manage  certain  things.  But, 
once  again,  they're  used  to  a  BIA  model  where  they  get  paid  by  the 
Federal  taxpayer  to  take  care  of  things  we're  now  doing.  So  it  isn't, 
in  a  sense,  going  to  save  taxpayers  a  lot  to  divest  to  the  States  or 
the  localities;  somebody's  going  to  pay  for  it. 

My  own  belief  is  that,  increasingly,  the  State  and  local  taxpayers 
are  going  to  find  that  they're  going  to  be  paying  more  for  the  exist- 
ence of  things  that  the  Federal  taxpayer  has  up  to  now  largely  car- 
ried the  tab  for.  That's  a  redistribution  of  obligation;  it  isn't  at  all 
a  savings  to  the  American  people.  It's  just  a  redistribution  of  obli- 
gation, and  we're  are  going  to  be  pressing  in  that  direction  willy- 
nilly.  That's  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  WTiat  about  the  inventory  of  funding  that 
you're  requesting 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing!.  And  have  requested  in  the  past? 
When  do  you — is  there  a  target  date 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  For  completion  of  your  inventory? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Gee,  Mr.  Yates  has  left  and  this  is  a  conversation 
with  Mr.  Regula  and  Mr.  Yates  I've  had  in  the  past  about  what  are 
you  going  to  do  about  the  Smithsonian's  inventory.  Incidentally, 
the  Park  Service  has  more  in  the  way  of  just  museum  collections 
than  the  Smithsonian  does. 

What  we're  talking  about  in  this  inventory  and  monitoring  busi- 
ness is  much  more  of  knowing  what  the  biological  circumstances 
are  in  each  park,  so  when  you  make  a  decision  you  know  what 
you're  doing.  It's  about  what's  there,  what's  going  to  live,  and 
what's  going  to  die.  If  you  do  this  there,  what  is  the  consequence 
of  this  management  action.  This  is  not  a  theoretical  question.  It's 
very,  very  specific.  How  do  you  know — we  know  pretty  well  in 
broad  terms  what  we've  got.  We  don't  know  enough  scientifically. 
We  continuously  have  to  learn  scientifically  about  the  condition  of 
the  places  for  which  we  are  trustee  in  order  to  manage  intel- 
ligently. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Let  me  just  advise  you  about  prior  testimony 
we've  had  here  that  I've  been  directly  involved  with  with  the  Na- 
tional Biological  Service. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  I  posed  the  question,  "Aren't  an  awful  lot 
of  other  people  doing  the  same  thing  that  you  are  doing?" — "you" 
meaning  the  National  Biological  Service — and  "Can  you  justify 
your  existence?"  I  understand  it's  ambitious  and  perhaps  on  paper 
looks  wonderful 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

function  of  national  biological  service 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  But  can  we  afford  it?  Is  it  some- 
thing that — I  mean,  I  hear  what  you  say  you're  doing  and  it 
smacks  a  lot  of  what  the  National  Biological  Service  is  doing, 
maybe  not  precisely,  but,  gosh,  there's  an  awful  lot  of  overlap,  it 
seems  like.  Can  we  afford  that  right  now? 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  That's — Mr.  Frampton  is  longing  to  respond  to 
that. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Let  me  try,  though,  just  from  the  Park  Service 
point  of  view  here. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  For  10  years  we've  been  trying  to  do  just  that 
stuff  that  applies  to  park-specific  management.  We're  glad  that 
somebody  else  understands  about  our  questions.  But,  our  job  is  to 
take  care  of  what  we've  got. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  And  there  really  is  a  distinction  in  the  kind  of 
people  who  do  that  from  the  kind  of  people  that  do  university  stud- 
ies and  the  like. 

Now  Mr.  Frampton  is  my  better  on  this  because  he's  got  to  worry 
about  us  and  the  National  Biological  Service. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  apologize,  I  don't  recall  if  you  were  here  when 
I  responded  to  a  similar  question,  but  this  issue  came  up  at  the 
time  that  the  NBS  was  created.  A  very  detailed  division  of  respon- 
sibilities was  agreed  to  in  which  the  Biological  Service  works  on 
protocols  and  standards  for  gathering  biological  information  in  the 
parks,  in  the  National  Forests,  and  national  programs.  We're  mak- 
ing sure  that  the  different  people  who  gather  information  use  the 
same  standards  and  then  pool  and  share  the  information.  But  the 
gathering  of  specific  inventory  data  from  the  National  Parks  re- 
mains the  responsibility  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  thank  you.  That's  all  I  have.  I  guess  I 
just — maybe  you  gather  from  the  flavor  of  my  questions 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

federal  spending 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  That  I  feel  like  I'm  here  as  a  new 
Member  of  Congress,  not  knowing  it  all  certainly,  but  coming  with 
the  intention  that  I  would  hope  that  people  in  your  position  and 
other  Federal  agencies  would  manage  the  money  as  though  it  were 
their  own,  and  make  judgments  about  whether  we  can  afford 
things  or  not 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  Where  can  we  economize,  where 
can  we  simply  get  on  the  phone  and  communicate,  whether  it's  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  or  NBS,  and  say,  you 
know,  "You're  doing  something  of  the  same  that  we're  doing.  Can 
we  cut  out  this  level  or  you  do  it  and  we  won't?" 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  mean,  there's  zillions  of  dollars  in  this  Gov- 
ernment that  I'm  trying  to  get  a  handle  on  and  I  think  a  lot  of 
other  people  in  this  majority  of  Congress  are,  too.  So  I  guess  I'm 
encouraging  you  to  treat  the  money  that  you  have  as  though  it 
were  your  own  money,  and  are  we  investing  it  wisely;  are  we 
spending  it  wisely;  can  we  afford  to  do  what  we  want  to  do  with 
our  particular  philosophies  and  ideas  about  how  your  agency  ought 
to  run? 
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Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Nethercutt,  I  think  that  in  the  last  two  years 
we  have  tried,  perhaps  above  anything  else,  to  emphasize  in  the 
Park  Service  policy  and  budget  proposals  the  need  to  put  a  firm  fi- 
nancial foundation  under  the  Park  Service.  In  an  era  of  limited  re- 
sources you  make  do  with  what  reasonably  you  can  do  and  with 
what  additional  resources  you  get  from  elsewhere.  We  have  empha- 
sized partnerships  because  we  know  that  there  are  things  like  edu- 
cation in  the  parks  that  the  Park  Service  will  never  have  the 
money  to  do  itself,  and,  therefore,  we  have  to  reach  out  to  the  non- 
profit community  and  States  and  local  governments  to  help  us  do 
that.  We  have  tried  to  put  on  the  table  as  our  highest  priority  get- 
ting revenue  from  sources  where  revenues  are  already  being  gen- 
erated, but  then  come  back  to  the  Park  Service,  fees  and  conces- 
sions. 

And  I  think  that  we  have  emphasized  programs  that  are  de- 
signed to  involve  others,  including  State  and  local  governments,  in 
the  long-term  problems  of  protecting  parks.  Florida  is  a  good  exam- 
ple. We've  asked  for  and  received  a  lot  of  money  for  south  Florida 
restoration,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  total  Federal 
share  of  all  those  programs  is  probably  30  percent  of  the  dollars 
being  spent,  and  95  percent  of  that  is  not  the  Park  Service;  it's  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  State  of  Florida  who  are  spending  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  to  help  us  protect  Everglades  National 
Park. 

So  I  think  more  than  perhaps  any  time  in  the  past  we  have  tried 
to  direct  the  Committee  and  the  Congress  and  the  public  to  the 
very  issue  that  concerns  you:  how  do  we  build  a  firm  financial 
foundation?  How  do  we  do  it  right? 

I  don't  think  that  we  are  ever  going  to  catch  up  because  we  have 
possibly  an  increasing  inventory  of  places  and  things.  We  have  ex- 
ploding interest  on  the  part  of  Americans  to  take  family  vacations 
in  the  parks  and  foreign  tourists;  we  have  increasing  pressures  on 
resources,  and  those  pressures  are  more  sophisticated  because 
they're  air  and  water  quality  problems  and  other  impacts  that 
come  from  outside  the  park  system.  And  I  don't  know  whether  we 
would  ever  want  to  catch  up;  that  is,  we  would  ever  want  to  be  in 
a  position  where  we  had  no  prioritized  backlog  of  things  we  would 
like  to  do.  But,  ultimately,  the  values  that  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice embodies  and  the  educational  opportunities  are  such  that  I 
think  and  hope  that  the  American  people  will  continue  to  want  to 
invest  perhaps  more  in  maintaining  this  national  asset.  And  we'll 
keep  running  after  the  flag,  but  I  don't  think  reasonably  we  can  ex- 
pect ever  to  catch  up;  nevertheless,  we  think  the  running  is  very 
important. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  understand.  Thanks  for  your  indulgence,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  just  add  another  personal 
word  to  Mr.  Nethercutt's  very  serious  and  very  responsible  view  of 
our  joint  responsibilities  here?  We  don't  feel  that  we  are  completely 
fulfilling  the  obligation  that  you  have  described.  I  don't  want  us  to 
sit  here  and  imply  to  this  Committee  that  we're  smug  about  how 
beautifully  we're  doing  all  of  this.  We're  sweating  away  every  day 
to  try  to  find  ways  of  pushing  out  from  our  obligations,  pushing 
housing  out  of  the  parks,  getting  developers  to  build  it. 


723 

The  only  thing  that  I  could  say,  because  I'm  temporary  help,  is 
that  folks  that  are  working  on  this  year  after  year,  come  back  year 
after  year,  banging  away  at  it,  are  deeply  serious  about  finding 
ways  to  do  the  essential  tasks  to  which  you  call  our  attention  and 
finding  ways  to  prune  away  this  stuff  that  isn't  so  essential,  but 
nobody  that  comes  to  this  table  under  these  circumstances  denies 
for  an  instant  your  seriousness  of  inquiry  and  our  seriousness  in 
meeting  it. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  might  tell  you,  Mr.  Nethercutt,  that  we've  asked 
them  to  do  zero-based  budgeting,  and  I  think  it  fits  with  what 
you're  thinking.  And  I'd  just  add,  too,  that  once  we  know  what 
we're  going  to  have  available  in  terms  of  an  overall  allocation,  I 
would  like  to  get  back  to  you  and  say,  "Now  here's  the  cloth  and 
we  want  you  to  tailor  the  suit  to  fit."  I  don't  believe  that  we  want 
to  micromanage  your  function;  that's  your  responsibility,  but,  in  al- 
locating, the  dollars,  this  Committee  wants  to  be  sure  we're  doing 
the  best  possible  job  of  using  those  resources  wisely.  And  I  think 
I  see  it  as  a  team  effort  rather  than  adversarial  because  we're  all 
serving  the  American  public,  and  that's  our  client. 

VOLUNTEERS  IN  PARKS 

Just  a  couple  of  questions:  volunteers,  do  you  have  a  lot  of  volun- 
teers? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir,  lots  and  getting  more.  Eighty-one  thou- 
sand is  the  current  number.  Of  course,  we've  got  a  lot  of  people 
that  are  volunteering  in  ways  that  are  pretty  significant  that  are 
new  to  us.  You  spoke  earlier  of  people  who  are  trying  to  work  out 
new  kinds  of  visitors'  centers  and  new  kinds  of  parking  arrange- 
ments. There's  a  lot  of  financial  sophistication  that's  getting  mobi- 
lized. Gee,  when  we  build  a  new  house  in  Cape  Hatteras  or  a  new 
barrack  in  the  Smokies,  people  are  pounding  nails,  but  there  are 
also  people  who  have  to  think  about  it.  And,  yes,  this  is  an  essen- 
tial part  of  our  work.  I'd  hate  to  have  to  pay  for  it.  You  wouldn't; 
we  couldn't. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I've  observed  in  my  visits  historically  the  es- 
prit de  corps  in  the  parks — I'm  talking  about  among  the  employ- 
ees— has  always  been  excellent,  a  very  dedicated  group  of  people. 
Do  you  feel  that  that's  still  the  case? 

employee  dedication  during  downsizing 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes.  These  people  have  been  destabilized  by  re- 
structuring and  downsizing  and  the  latest  buffetings.  We  feel  deep- 
ly that  these  folks  have  got  to  be  awfully  dedicated  to  live  through 
that,  and  there  are  new  destabilizations  on  the  way,  and  they're 
just  going  to  have  to  love  to  work  for  the  Park  Service  to  stick  with 
it. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  of  course,  we  want  them  to  realize  that  we're 
aware  of  the  kind  of  dedications  I  find  prevalent  in  the  Park  Sys- 
tem in  the  employees  in  my  experience,  and,  hopefully,  they  will 
feel  appreciated. 
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HERITAGE  AREA  PARTNERSHIPS 


You  talked  about  partnerships.  The  Heritage  Corridors,  which  I 
beUeve  you  might  have  testified  or  in  the  authorizing  committee 
this  week,  is  an  example  of  an  instance  where  you  combine  vol- 
unteerism  and  partnership  and  local  initiative  and  State  and,  local 
community  involvement.  Do  you  see  this  as  one  of  the  ways  to 
maximize  the  preservation  of  resources? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Absolutely.  There  will  be  increasing  instances  in 
which  we  are  very  small  partners  in  the  financial  sense,  but  very 
big  partners  in  working  with  people  to  do  things  on  their  own.  We 
are  very,  very  deeply  committed  to  the  concept  of  heritage  areas 
and  corridors.  This  is  the  way  to  go. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  good  public  policy  to  put 
a  few  carrots,  financial  carrots,  in  a  bill  of  that  type 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  That  would  be  triggered  with  a  match- 
ing effort? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  always.  Always.  It's  nice  to  wave  your  arms 
around;  it's  better  to  hand  somebody  a  small  check. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Regula.  Obviously,  we  have  a  number  of  questions  for  the 
record,  but  I  feel  that  we've  had  an  excellent  hearing,  and  we  ap- 
preciate very  much  your  being  here.  We'll  be  back  to  you  once  we 
have  a  better  fix  on  the  dollars  and  welcome  your  help  in  trying 
to  put  together  a  reasonable  budget  in  view  of  what  we  have  in  re- 
sources, one  that  will  be  most  effectively  used  by  you. 

I  thought — and  maybe  we've  discussed  this — David  Osbom's  arti- 
cle in  The  Washington  Post  a  month  or  so  ago,  he  said  people 
didn't  vote  to  eliminate  government;  they  voted  to  make  if  more  ef- 
ficient and  more  effective,  and  I  see  that  as  our  joint  mission 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Exactly.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  In  our  service  to  the  people  of  this  Na- 
tion. So  we  both  have  interesting  challenges. 

What  is  that  the  Chinese  say? 

Mr.  ICennedy.  We  live  in  interesting  times. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  believe  we're  doing  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  we  are,  sir. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Regula.  The  committee's  adjourned. 

[Committee  note. — ^Additional  Committee  questions  and  an- 
swers for  the  record  follow:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 
GENERAL  QUESTIONS 

1.  Question:  It  is  likely  that  the  Committee's  funding  allocation  for 
fiscal  year  1996  will  be  lower  than  in  fiscal  year  1995.  What  programs  would  you 
reduce  or  eliminate  in  your  budget  request,  assuming  you  had  to  operate  at  the 
fiscal  year  1995  funding  level? 

Answer:  In  light  of  the  fiscal  realities  facing  the  nation,  the  Department 
and  the  National  Park  Service  put  a  great  deal  of  thought  into  formulating  the 
FY  1996  budget  request.  As  presented,  it  represents  only  the  most  critical,  high 
priority  increased  requirements  of  the  NPS,  while  reducing  the  construction  and 
land  acquisition  programs  and  showing  savings  from  downsizing  efforts.  By 
submission  of  the  budget  request  before  you,  the  Secretary  confirmed  NPS 
operational  priorities  to  be  of  greater  importance  than  the  many  other  options 
open  to  him.  Should  reductions  to  the  overall  number  be  necessary,  however, 
the  NPS  would  prefer  to  maintain  the  operational  increases  requested. 

2.  Question:  What  programs  would  you  reduce  if  your  budget  were  10%  lower 
in  fiscal  year  1996  than  in  fiscal  year  1995?  Please  provide  details  for  the 
record. 

Answer:  At  a  level  that  reflects  a  10  percent  reduction  from  FY  1995 
enacted,  the  National  Park  Service  would  expect  further  reductions  in  the 
construction  and  lower  acquisition  programs  and  potential  elimination  of  portions 
of  Statutory  Aid,  UPARR  and  State  LWCF  grant  programs. 

Budgetary  constraints  are  leading  all  four  federal  land  management  agencies  to 
refocus,  combine  or  even  eliminate  certain  missions,  programs  and  activities  to 
increase  efficiency  within  their  organizations.  However,  such  an  agency  by 
agency  approach  does  not  have  the  potential  to  achieve  the  efficiencies  that 
could  be  derived  through  a  collaborative  federal  approach.  The  NPS  is  in  the 
process  of  implementing  a  major  reorganization  which  includes  significant 
downsizing  of  the  Washington  and  Regional  offices. 

3.  Question:  As  part  of  that  effort,  have  you  begun  a  process  of  looking 
beyond  existing  jurisdictional  boundaries  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  costs,  increase 
efficiency  and  improve  service  to  the  public?  If  the  answer  is  yes,  please 
explain  how  the  FY  96  budget  reflects  those  changes? 

Answer:  The  NPS  reorganization  plan  advocates  increased  cooperation  and 
coordination  with  other  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  and  places  a  greater 
emphasis  on  working  with  partners.  To  date,  such  efforts  have  occurred  at  the 
initiative  of  local  managers  and  have  been  pursued  where  they  make  fiscal  and 
organizational  sense,  with  any  cost  savings  reallocated  internally  to  other  high 
priority  unfunded  park  needs .  The  NPS  has  also  participated  in  various 
departmental  efforts,  especially  in  administrative  areas,  to  consolidate 
services . 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVE 

There  is  a  request  in  the  FY  1996  budget  for  the  South  Florida  Restoration  effort 
of  $63.9  million,  a  $17  million  increase  over  FY  1995  enacted.  Funds  are 
included  in  the  following  agency  budgets:  GS,  FWS,  NBS,  BIA  and  NPS.  The 
National  Park  Service  budget  is  $42  million,  which  represents  a  7.7%  increase. 

4.  Question:  With  this  in  mind,  what  mechanism  has  been  set  up  to  insure 
that  the  Federal  funds  are  spent  wisely  without  duplication  of  effort  and  that 
there  is  maximum  coordination  between  these  partners? 


726 


Answer:  A  five-year  interagency  agreement  was  signed  in  September  of  1993 
which  established  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Task  Force  to  develop 
and  implement  a  comprehensive  program  to  restore  the  South  Florida  ecosystem. 
The  Task  Force  is  comprised  of  officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Department  of  the  Army,  Department  of  Commerce,  Department  of  Justice,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  To  assist  with  its 
work,  several  smaller  work  groups  have  been  formed  consisting  of  Federal  managers 
at  the  local  level .  These  groups  share  information  on  budget  and  agency 
programs,  and  they  are  charged  with  developing  a  coordinated  effort  to  assist  in 
the  restoration.  In  1994,  the  interagency  Working  Group  drafted  a  plan  that 
includes  specific  objectives  and  criteria  to  guide  Federal  actions  in  the  region, 
and  included  funding  requirements  to  the  extent  known.  This  coordinated  effort 
among  the  agencies,  both  at  the  Washington  policy  level  and  at  the  local  working 
group  level,  is  to  ensure  program  coordination  among  the  agencies  and  to  avoid 
duplication  of  effort,  thereby  ensuring  that  fiscal  resources  are  spent  wisely. 

5.  Question:  How  many  years  will  this  restoration  effort  take  to  complete 
and  what  are  the  total  costs  to  the  Interior  Department,  other  Federal  agencies, 
the  State  of  Florida  and  private  sector? 

Answer :  The  South  Florida  ecosystem  deteriorated  in  a  slow  and  gradual  way 
over  many  years.  Restoration  efforts  will  take  years  to  accomplish  and  will  last 
well  into  the  next  century.  Only  in  recent  years  have  we  become  aware  of  the 
devastating  effects  that  Federally-constructed  water  diversion  projects  made  on 
the  region.  Completion  times  for  the  various  studies  and  construction  projects 
vary.  New  studies,  such  as  the  restudy  of  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida 
(C&SF)  Project  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  develop  a  recommended  plan  for 
hydrological  restoration,  will  take  up  to  five  years  to  develop.  Other  projects, 
such  as  the  modified  water  deliveries  for  Everglades  National  Park  and  the 
Kissimmee  River  restoration  currently  underway,  will  take  up  to  15  years  to 
complete.  The  State  of  Florida's  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  is  a 
partner  in  most  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  construction  projects.  The  costs 
for  many  of  these  projects  are  being  shared  on  a  50/50  basis  with  the  State  of 
Florida.  For  instance,  the  Kissimmee  River  and  the  C-111  canal  projects, 
currently  under  construction,  are  estimated  to  cost  $826  million.  These  costs  are 
being  shared  50/50.  While  future  costs  of  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida 
Project  are  unknown  at  this  time,  these  costs  will  also  be  shared  on  a  50  percent 
basis  with  the  State.  Additionally,  the  State  of  Florida  will  spend  over  $340 
million  to  construct  storm  water  treatment  areas  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee. 
Private  agricultural  interests  will  contribute  between  $232  and  $322  million. 

The  State  will  also  pay  75%  of  the  land  acquisition  costs  (expected  to  exceed  $60 
million)  for  lands  adjacent  to  Everglades  National  Park  and  associated  with  the 
restoration  of  natural  water  flows  into  the  Park  and  Florida  Bay.  Other  future 
Federal  costs  presently  known  include  $37  million  for  future  land  acquisition 
associated  with  the  expansion  area  in  Everglades  National  Park,  as  authorized  by 
Congress  in  1989,  and  $80  million  for  future  construction  to  improve  water 
deliveries  to  the  Everglades.  Research  and  monitoring  needs  such  as  fisheries 
and  environmental  contaminants,  designed  to  improve  the  scientific  basis  for 
restoration  and  natural  resource  management  needs,  are  estimated  to  continue  for 
the  next  several  years  at  the  approximate  level  of  the  FY  96  President's  Budget 
request .  Area  management  costs  related  to  the  refuges  and  parks  in  the  region 
will  continue  to  increase  slightly  to  accommodate  the  increased  costs  of  doing 
business.  While  associated  costs  are  sizable,  so  is  the  ecosystem  and  the 
restoration  efforts  that  must  be  undertaken  by  both  Federal  and  State  governments 
as  partners  in  saving  the  fragile  Everglades. 

6.  Question:  If  these  funds  could  not  be  provided  because  of  a  reduced 
allocation  what  would  be  the  minimal  program  necessary  to  continue  the 
restoration  effort?  Please  indicate  amounts  by  Park  and  category  (land 
acquisition,  construction,  etc.) 
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Answer:  The  entire  amount  requested  in  the  FY  1996  NPS  budget  should  be 
considered  as  representing  the  minimal  program  necessary  to  continue  the 
restoration  effort.  With  limited  budgetary  allowances  available,  the  Department 
carefully  weighed  the  alternatives  during  the  lengthy  budget  formulation  process 
and  has  proposed  the  smallest  amount  which  could  be  effective  in  meeting  the 
goals  of  ecosystem  restoration.  The  rationale  for  this  program  is  outlined 
below: 

Land  Acquisition 

Everglades  National  Park  (Expansion  area)  -  East  Everglades  and  the  Shark  River 
Slough  therein  are  the  core  of  the  Everglades  restoration  effort.  The  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  aggressively  moving  forward  with  modification  of  water  control 
structures  to  the  north.  These  structures  are  designed  to  redistribute  the  water 
into  more  historical  sheet  flows.  If  the  land  is  not  in  Government  ownership 
once  the  redistributed  water  is  released,  the  rights  of  private  landowners  may 
be  jeopardized.  Condemnation  action  for  tracts  identified  and  valued  in  excess 
of  $5.0  million  is  awaiting  passage  of  the  proposed  FY  1996  appropriation,  and 
would  be  obligated  within  the  first  quarter.  Land  acquisition  is  tied  to  the 
construction  and  water  deliveries  programs,  and  a  reduction  in  the  proposed  FY 
1996  appropriation  would  cause  delays  in  the  implementation  of  the  water  delivery 
into  the  Everglades  until  essential  lands  were  acquired.  Five  million  dollars 
is  the  minimum  necessary  to  continue  the  restoration  effort. 

Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  -  After  the  Arizona/Florida  land  exchange  and  the 
transfer  of  State  lands,  approximately  7800  acres  of  land  to  be  acquired  using 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Funds  will  remain  in  private  ownership  after  FY  1995. 
Over  50%  of  the  water  passing  through  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  enters 
Everglades  National  Park,  and  acquisition  of  these  private  lands  will  contribute 
to  the  protection  of  the  Everglades  water  quality  and  supply.  The  proposed  FY 
1996  appropriation  will  acquire  only  about  1/4  of  the  remaining  7800  acres.  To 
reduce  the  proposed  funds  will  delay  and  impact  the  goal  of  protecting  the 
natural  water  flow  into  the  Everglades,  and  increasing  land  values  may  raise 
acquisition  costs  in  the  future.  Three  million  dollars  is  the  minimum  to 
continue  the  restoration  effort. 

South  Florida  Restoration  (grant)  -  In  1994,  the  Florida  legislature  authorized 
the  State  to  acquire  land  adjacent  to  Everglades  National  Park  in  order  to 
restore  natural  water  flows  into  the  park  and  Florida  Bay.  In  1995,  the  South 
Florida  Water  Management  District,  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Florida  has  acquired 
5300  acres  of  land  known  as  the  Frog  Pond.  In  1996,  the  State  expects  to  proceed 
with  acquisition  of  the  Rocky  Glades  Agricultural  Area  which  is  adjacent  to  the 
C-111  canal  just  outside  the  Everglades  park  boundary.  These  acquisitions,  along 
with  the  8-1/2  square  mile  area,  are  estimated  to  exceed  $60  million,  but  are 
likely  to  be  higher  as  decided  in  the  courts.  To  date,  a  total  of  $13.6  million 
has  been  obligated  by  the  National  Park  Service  as  a  grant  to  the  State  in  order 
to  assure  that  the  Federal  commitment  of  25%  of  the  land  costs  is  honored.  Any 
reduction  in  the  proposed  FY  1996  appropriation  will  result  in  the  Federal 
Government  not  fulfilling  its  commitment  with  the  State,  and  potentially  cause 
the  State  to  delay  its  acquisition  of  the  Rocky  Glades  area  in  1996.  Four 
million  eight  hundred  thousand  dollars  is  the  minimum  to  continue  the  restoration 
effort  and  to  fulfill  the  Federal  commitment  to  assist  the  State  of  Florida  with 
the  acquisition  of  these  adjacent  lands. 

Construction 

Everglades  National  Park,  Modify  Water  Delivery  System  -  The  ability  of  the 
Central  and  Southern  Florida  (C&SF)  project  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  water 
with  respect  to  timing,  volume,  and  location  is  critical  to  restoring  a  more 
natural  hydrologic  condition  and  healthy  ecosystem  in  the  Everglades .  The 
project  involves  modification  and  construction  of  water  diversion  and  control 
structures,  and  alteration  of  operating  existing  structures.  Recently,  the 
Florida  legislature  authorized  the  State  of  Florida  to  acquire  the  Frog  Pond  area 
which  added  another  significant  element  to  restoring  a  natural  flow  pattern,  and 
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provided  the  opportunity  to  accelerate  the  design  process  and  certain 
construction  modifications.  A  reduction  in  the  proposed  appropriation  would 
eliminate  sections  of  the  FY  1996  modified  water  deliveries  program,  and  would 
slow  down  the  ultimate  goal  of  delivering  historical  water  flows  into  the 
Everglades.  Resentment  among  unwilling  land  sellers  could  also  develop,  should 
the  proposed  minimum  allocation  of  $7.5  million  be  reduced  and  project 
modifications  delayed. 

Operation  of  the  National  Park  System.  Park  Management /Resource  Stewardship 

Big  Cypress  National  Preserve,  Biscayne  Kational  Park,  Dry  Tortugas  National 
Park,  Everglades  National  Park  -  The  Everglades  restoration  effort  includes  a 
wide  array  of  needs  tied  to  non-Federal  and  Federal  agency  efforts.  Multiagency 
commitments  have  been  made  for  an  ecosystem  restoration  initiative,  and 
implementation  is  contingent  on  all  Federal  and  State  agencies  funding  those 
commitments  in  a  coordinated  management  effort.  Non-Federal  natural  resource  and 
research  efforts  are  increasing  fairly  substantially,  and  proposed  FY  1996 
funding  for  the  National  Park  Service  is  necessary  to  move  forward  with  programs 
and  commitments  within  the  four  South  Florida  parks.  Based  on  the  initiative, 
current  monitoring  programs  are  insufficient  to  understand  the  hydrological 
restoration  and  impacts  on  the  biological  and  marine  systems.  Restoration 
techniques  to  control  exotic  pest  plant  species  are  inadequate  to  preserve  the 
biological  diversity  and  habitats  in  the  four  South  Florida  parks.  Inventorying, 
database  collection,  assessments,  and  planning  efforts  are  insufficient  as  a 
basis  for  preservation  actions  and  further  studies  designed  to  determine 
recreational  use  impacts,  and  to  detect  degeneration  of  the  resources  before 
irreversible  conditions  exist.  If  the  proposed  FY  1996  appropriation  is  reduced, 
critical  schedules  and  progress  would  be  deferred  for  years  or  brought  to  a  halt. 
Three  million  dollars  is  the  minimum  to  continue  the  restoration  efforts  in  the 
four  South  Florida  parks . 

7.  Question:  Again,  because  of  reduced  budgets  over  the  next  few  years, 
is  it  possible  to  increase  the  non-Federal  cost  of  this  effort?  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer:  Much  of  the  Federal  South  Florida  ecosystem  protection  and 
restoration  effort  is  already  linked  to  significant  non-Federal  expenditures  by 
the  State  of  Florida,  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  (SFWMD) ,  local 
governments  and  private  entities.  These  non-Federal  parties  have  made  huge 
commitments  of  resources  and  are  striving  to  form  a  partnership  with  the  Federal 
agencies  involved.  It  should  be  noted  that  while  the  Federal  government 
continues  its  significant  commitment,  at  least  50%  of  the  total  investment  is 
borne  by  the  State,  local  governments,  and  private  entities.  Non-Federal  costs 
have  increased  substantially  over  the  last  decade  and  they  will  continue  to 
increase  as  necessary  project  studies  are  completed,  authorized,  funded,  and 
implemented. 

The  SFWMD  is  the  local  partner  in  most  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers' 
construction  projects  and  it  will  share  many  of  the  costs  on  a  50/50  basis.  For 
other  restoration/protection  projects,  the  non-Federal  expenditure  exceeds  50%. 
For  example,  SFWMD  will  pay  75%  of  the  acquisition  costs  for  lands  adjacent  to 
Everglades  National  Park.  To  implement  the  Everglades  Forever  Act,  the  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP) ,  SFWMD,  and  private  agricultural 
interest  will  absorb  approximately  85%  of  the  $674  million  required  to  construct 
storm  water  treatment  areas  in  the  Everglades  Agricultural  Area  south  of  Lake 
Okeechobee . 

The  State  of  Florida  is  also  sharing  costs  of  land  acquisition  within  the  recent 
additions  to  the  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  and  Everglades  National  Park. 
Consistent  with  the  Big  Cypress  Expansion  Act  of  1988,  the  State  will  pay  20%  of 
the  costs  to  acquire  38,830  acres.  Of  the  107,600  acres  authorized  by  Congress 
in  1989  for  addition  to  Everglades  National  Park,  the  State  has  donated  43,000 
acres  and  will  pay  not  less  than  20%  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  remaining 
acreage. 
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In  addition  to  these  efforts,  State  and  Federal  agencies  are  working 
cooperatively  on  many  other  aspects  of  the  South  Florida  initiative.  The  State's 
South  Florida  priorities  include  ecosystem  planning;  research  and  management; 
aquatic  plan  control;  research  and  monitoring  of  Florida  Bay;  and  land 
acquisition.  The  agency's  South  Florida  budget  has  increased  from  $7.9  million 
in  FY  1995  to  $12  million  (projected)  in  FY  1996.  The  Florida  Department  of 
Transportation's  (DOT)  South  Florida  ecosystem  projects  focus  on  mitigation 
efforts  to  alleviate  adverse  effects  of  highways  that  intersect  the  Big  Cypress 
and  Everglades  ecosystems.  The  DOT  spent  over  $15  million  on  these  projects  in 
FY  1995  and  projects  an  equal  amount  for  FY  1996.  The  Florida  Game  and 
Freshwater  Fish  Commission's  South  Florida  priorities  include  recovery  of  the 
Florida  panther  and  protection  of  other  endangered  and  threatened  species, 
provide  outdoor  recreational  opportunities,  and  enforcement  of  fish  and  wildlife 
laws.  The  agency's  FY  1995  budget  was  $6.0  million  and  is  projected  to  increase 
to  $7.3  million  in  FY  1996. 

In  summary,  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  restoration  and  protection  effort  is  a 
comprehensive,  coordinated  partnership  with  vital  contributions  being  made  by  all 
parties . 

HOUSING  INITIATIVE 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  for  the  National  Park  Service  contains  a  request  for 
an  additional  $67  million  for  a  new  housing  initiative  to  fund  trailer  removal 
and  replacement  with  standard  housing  at  20  parks  and  construction  of  new  housing 
at  six  parks.   This  is  the  first  of  a  four  year  effort. 

8.  Question:  Has  the  Park  Service  completed  an  assessment  of  housing 
needs  on  a  park-by-park  basis? 

Answer:  The  Park  Service  has  begun  a  park-by-park  assessment  of  housing 
needs  based  on  a  process  developed  in  part  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Office.  This  assessment  process  examines  several  factors  including  the  type  of 
positions  needed  to  manage  the  park,  where  the  positions  are  located  within  the 
park,  anticipated  growth,  and  availability  of  housing  outside  park  boundaries. 
Although  assessments  have  not  been  conducted  in  all  parks  yet,  it  has  been 
conducted  at  eight  target  parks  --  Big  Bend  National  Park,  Cape  Hatteras  National 
Seashore,  Channel  Islands  National  Park,  Glacier  Bay  National  Park,  Great  Smoky 
Mountains  National  Park,  Isle  Royale  National  Park,  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park 
and  Yellowstone  National  Park  --  and  36  other  park  units  (representing  six 
regions)  scheduled  for  housing  replacement  projects  in  fiscal  years  1995  and 
1996. 

9.  Question:   If  completed,  what  did  that  study  indicate? 

Answer:  The  park  areas  are  in  the  process  of  completing  the  needs 
assessments  which  will  become  a  critical  part  of  each  park's  Housing  Management 
Plan.  Thus  far,  we  have  foimd  that,  in  general,  the  number  of  individual  housing 
units  could  be  reduced  and  that  a  greater  number  of  multiple  occupancy  units 
could  be  constructed,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  new  units  that  was 
originally  estimated  to  be  needed. 

10.  Question:  What  has  been  the  outcome  of  your  efforts  to  engage  the 
private  sector  in  helping  to  solve  the  national  parks'  housing  problems? 
Specifically  what  is  the  private  sector  doing  and  how  many  units  in  what  parks 
have  they  pledged  to  repair,  replace,  or  rehabilitate? 
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Answer:  The  National  Park  Foundation  has  solicited  several  corporations 
and  private  individuals  to  help  in  solving  the  housing  problems  of  the  Service. 
To  date  over  $700,000  in  contributions  have  been  received  or  pledged.  Several 
noteworthy  contributions  include:  $50,000  from  Guest  Services,  Inc.;  $19,000  of 
in-kind  donations  from  Frigidaire;  $20,000  of  in-kind  donations  from  the  North 
Carolina  Association  of  Homebuilders;  and  a  log  home  donated  to  Great  Smoky 
Mountains  NP  valued  in  excess  of  $150,000.  In  addition,  two  structures  worth 
$440,000  have  been  pledged  to  Isle  Royale  NP  and  private  individuals  have  donated 
over  $25,000  for  distribution  to  various  units  of  the  Park  System. 

11.  Question:  Are  you  developing  a  park  wide  strategy  for  private  sector 
involvement? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  has  limited  legal  authority  to  enter 
into  partnerships  with  the  private  sector;  therefore,  to  date,  efforts  to 
involve  the  private  sector  have  been  concentrated  at  the  eight  target  parks 
identified  by  the  National  Park  Foundation.  These  are  Big  Bend  National  Park, 
Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore,  Channel  Islands  National  Park,  Glacier  Bay 
National  Park,  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park,  Isle  Royale  National  Park, 
Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  and  Yellowstone  National  Park.  The  Foundation  is 
pursuing  several  different  approaches  depending  on  the  park  and  individuals 
involved.  It  is  hoped  that  some  of  these  efforts  can  be  use  as  prototypes  and 
applied  elsewhere  in  the  Service. 

12.  Question:  Are  there  specific  pledges  from  the  private  sector  to  date? 

Answer:  Yes,  through  the  efforts  of  the  National  Park  Foiindation,  cash, 
materials  and  services  have  been  donated.  The  Foundation  reports  that  more  than 
$700,000  has  been  donated  or  pledged  to  improve  NPS  housing. 

13.  Question:  The  Park  Service  has  a  tradition  of  providing  employee 
housing  within  the  parks.  What  consideration,  if  any,  has  been  given  to  non- 
traditional  means  of  providing  housing  such  as  housing  allowances,  rental 
subsidies  to  live  in  nearby  communities  and  private  sector  managed  housing  within 
the  parks? 

Answer:  All  of  these  options  are  being  considered  and  several  have  been 
actively  pursued.  For  example,  preliminary  contact  has  been  made  with  Federal 
Home  Loan  Mortgage  Corporation  (Fannie  Mae)  to  determine  if  low  cost  loans  could 
be  made  to  park  employees  in  order  for  them  to  purchase  housing  in  nearby 
communities.  In  Colorado,  contacts  have  been  made  with  developers  to  explore  the 
feasibility  of  making  Federal  land  available  to  developers  to  construct  housing 
units,  and  discussions  are  being  held  with  local  communities  for  the  purpose  of 
exploring  mutual  housing  needs  and  possible  solutions.  The  National  Park 
Foundation  is  actively  pursuing  the  purchase  of  housing  xinits  which  could  then 
be  sold  or  leased  back  to  employees  to  relieve  the  government  of  management  and 
maintenance  responsibilities. 

Other  options  being  considered  include  the  construction  of  dormitory  type 
structures  whereby  employees  needed  in  the  park  would  be  temporarily  housed  on 
a  stand-by  basis  in  lieu  of  providing  housing  units  in  the  park.  Employees  would 
then  be  paid  stand-by  pay  and  in  emergencies  would  report  to  the  closest  staging 
area  where  they  would  pick  up  their  emergency  equipment  and  other  items  necessary 
to  respond.  A  number  of  the  options  being  considered  may  require  legislative 
authority  and  as  the  options  are  explored  and  developed  legislative  proposal  will 
be  developed. 

14.  Question:  Traditionally,  the  Park  Service's  employee  housing  differs 
from  other  land  management  agencies  such  as  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM.  NPS 
housing  inventory  contains  proportionately  more  houses,  multiplex  units  and 
apartments  and  fewer  dormitories  and  cabins  than  the  other  agencies.  This  type 
of  housing  is  more  costly  to  maintain.  Is  there  a  reason  the  NPS  uses  these 
types  of  units? 
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Answer:  Although  the  Service  has  traditionally  built  a  greater  number  of 
single  family  homes,  multiplex  units  and  apartments  than  the  Forest  Service  and 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  Service  has  also 
acquired  many  single  family  structures  through  land  acquisition  or  new  park  areas 
being  added  to  the  System. 

Generally  this  construction  type  reflects  the  fact  that  the  NPS  has  a  larger 
number  of  year-round  employees  working  in  park  areas  than  do  the  other  bureaus, 
which  results  in  a  greater  number  of  married  employees  and  those  with  families. 
Where  appropriate,  NPS  has  constructed  apartments  and  dormitories,  but  these  are 
generally  for  seasonal  employees,  trail  crews  and  fire  fighting  crew  members. 
These  are  generally  found  in  the  Western  parks. 

15.  Question:  Are  you  exploring  the  use  of  the  less  costly  means  to  build 
and  maintain  housing  units? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  Service  has  developed  standard  designs  and 
specifications  that  will  reduce  the  overall  design  costs  by  an  estimated  12 
percent.  These  units  have  been  designed  so  as  to  conform  to  modular  home 
builders  specifications,  thereby  allowing  this  sector  of  the  housing  industry  to 
bid  on  projects  competitively.  In  addition,  all  designs  will  undergo  a  value 
engineering  review.  Emphasis  is  also  being  placed  on  the  development  of 
multiplex  and  apartment  units  and  fewer  single  family  homes.  The  Service  will 
also  achieve  better  economies  of  scale  by  packaging  as  many  projects  as  possible 
into  a  potential  contract  where  possible. 

16.  Question:  The  FY  96  budget  includes  $67.2  million  for  the  first  phase 
of  the  housing  initiative.  You  stated  that  this  will  be  a  four  year  effort. 
What  is  the  total  cost  of  this  initiative? 

Answer:  The  Service  has  identified  a  housing  reconstruction  and 
replacement  project  backlog  in  excess  of  $300  million.  This  includes  the 
Servicewide  trailer  replacement  effort,  new  construction  in  several  areas  where 
housing  is  needed  as  well  as  repair/rehabilitation  projects.  It  is  the  trailer 
replacement  effort  which  should  be  completed  in  four  years,  that  is  under  the 
current  funding  schedule. 

17.  Question:  Should  funding  be  provided  for  this  effort,  what  will  be 
the  specific  accomplishments  --  number  of  trailers  removed,  replacements,  etc.? 

Answer:  Of  the  $67  million  dollar  Housing  Initiative,  $37  million  will  go 
towards  the  replacement  of  approximately  241  trailers  in  20  national  park  sites. 
A  total  of  $30  million  will  fund  line  item  construction  projects,  including  a 
Crater  Lake  project  involving  housing  for  concession  employees,  at  the  following 
six  park  sites: 

-  Katmai  National  Park  and  Preserve  and  Wranqell-St.  Elias  National  Park: 
This  phase  of  the  multiyear  housing  initiative  for  Alaska  includes 

construction  and  site  development  at  two  park  areas.  At  Katmai  NP&P,  a 
duplex  will  be  constructed  with  funding  also  included  for  site  development 
and  wetlands  mitigation.  At  Wrangell-St.  Elias  NP,  there  will  be  site 
development  and  construction  of  one  duplex  and  two  f ourplexes . 

-  Crater  Lake  National  Park:  This  project  is  part  of  an  integrated, 
multi-phased  program  at  Crater  Lake  National  Park  to  relocate  vehicular 
access,  parking  and  support  services  from  Rim  Village.  This  phase  of  the 
project  will  construct  a  year-round  central  dormitory  and  two  smaller 
seasonal  satellite  dormitories  for  96  full-year  and  seasonal  concession 
employees  that  support  both  summer  and  winter  concessioner  operations. 
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The  facilities  will  include  the  production  of  mechanical  and  electrical 
systems,  food  preparation  and  serving  facilities,  laundry,  covered 
parking,  and  storage.  The  facilities  will  be  located  in  the  Mazama 
District,  approximately  7  miles  from  the  Crater  Lake  Lodge.  The 
concessioner  will  be  responsible  for  refurnishing  the  dormitories  and 
their  annual  operational  and   maintenance  costs. 

-  Grand  Canyon  National  Park:  This  project  will  provide  new  housing  to 
replace  substandard  houses  and  trailer  houses  on  the  South  Rim.  The  1996 
phase  of  the  project  will  construct  11  single  family  houses  and  complete 
streets,  utilities,  revegetation  and  other  infrastructure  components  in 
the  Havasupai  Street  area.  The  first  three  phases  of  the  project 
constructed  most  of  the  infrastructure  for  the  Havasupai  street  area  and 
48  National  Park  Service  houses.  Thirteen  additional  housing  sites  are 
available  in  the  Havasupai  Street  are  for  the  cooperators  to  construct 
houses  at  their  own  expense.  The  fifth  and  final  phase  will  construct  100 
apartment  units  South  of  Albright  Avenue.  Additional  operating  costs 
associated  with  new  replacement  housing  will  be  funded  from  employee 
quarters  rental  income  accounts. 

-  Mount  Rainier  National  Park:  This  project  will  provide  replacement 
apartment  housing  for  approximately  26  seasonal  park  employees.  The  new 
facility  will  include  improved  pedestrian  and  vehicle  access  and  will 
include  apartments  meeting  current  National  Park  Service  housing 
standards,  as  well  as  current  disabled  accessibility  and  life  safety 
standards . 

-  Shenandoah  National  Park:  Funding  requested  for  1996  will  partially 
consist  of  constructing  17  housing  units  and  rehabilitating  9  housing 
units. 

18.  Question:  What  will  be  the  private  sector  share  of  this  total  effort? 

Answer:  It  is  unclear  at  this  early  stage  of  our  partnership  with  the 
National  Park  Foundation  what  the  private  sector  share  of  this  total  effort  will 
be.  The  Foundation  has  concluded  that  cash  donations  and  seeking  donations  for 
one  housing  unit  at  a  time  have  little  impact  on  our  housing  problem.  Solutions 
like  the  one  in  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  where  the  National  Park  Foundation 
is  pursuing  the  purchase  of  a  property  with  22  homes  just  outside  the  park  --to 
be  re-sold  to  park  employees  --  offers  a  more  promising  solution.  If  successful, 
this  project  will  create  a  prototype  for  other  parks  to  use  and  the  establishment 
a  National  Park  Foundation  revolving  fund  to  support  similar  deals  in  the  future. 

19.  Question;  Is  it  wise  to  begin  this  effort  prior  to  knowing  exactly 
what  part  the  private  sector  will  play? 

Answer:  The  Service  feels  that  is  imperative  to  continue  our  efforts  to 
replace  trailers  and  improve  the  overall  quality  of  housing,  where  necessary. 
Where  there  are  possibilities  of  private  sector  involvement,  those  projects  have 
been  delayed  and  funding  redirected  to  park  areas  where  we  know  we  must  provide 
housing  either  due  to  isolation  or  where  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  house 
employees  on  site  to  provide  necessary  services  and  protection. 

20.  Question:  What  is  the  housing  reconstruction  and  replacement  backlog? 
Please  give  a  separate  total  for  reconstruction  and  one  for  replacement. 
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Answer:  The  NPS  has  identified  a  housing  reconstruction  and  replacement 
project  backlog  in  excess  of  $300  million.  Trailer  replacement  costs  were 
identified  by  regional  offices  a  year  ago  as  approximately  $96  million.  These 
costs  are  preliminary  and  based  on  the  needs  at  that  time.  Our  latest  backlog 
of  line  item  construction  and  health  and  safety  projects  identified  approximately 
$130  million  of  housing  replacement  projects.  Regional  housing  repair  and 
rehabilitation  project  backlogs  are  in  excess  of  $100  million,  and  include  such 
projects  as  bringing  the  majority  of  our  existing  housing  stock  up  to  code  and 
lead  paint  removal  in  over  600  historic  structures  that  are  used  as  housing. 

21.  Question:  Are  these  lists  prioritized?  Please  list  the  criteria  for 
ranking . 

Answer:  Line  item  construction  projects  are  prioritized  Servicewide  by 
criteria  established  by  the  NPS  management.  The  individual  trailer  replacement 
projects  and  housing  repair/rehabilitation  projects  are  also  prioritized  by  each 
region  based  on  the  severity  of  each  project  on  a  park-by-park  basis. 
Additionally,  some  projects  receive  a  higher  priority  simply  because  less  efforts 
must  go  into  planning  and  design  and  infrastructure. 

22.  Question:  How  many  of  these  projects  are  considered  in  fair  and  poor 
condition?   Percentages  would  be  acceptable. 

Answer:  All  trailer  replacement  projects  are  considered  to  be  in 
substandard  condition. 

23.  Question:  How  many  would  be  considered  substandard  or  a  health  and 
safety  risk? 

Answer:  All  trailer  replacement  projects  are  considered  to  be  in 
substandard  condition  and  pose  a  health  and  safety  risk. 

24.  Question:  Are  these  types  of  projects  being  scheduled  for  replacement 
or  rehabilitation  in  this  budget  request? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  NPS  FY  1996  budget  includes  a  request  of  $37  million  for 
trailer  replacement.  This  figure  includes  not  only  construction  costs,  but  also 
planning  and  compliance,  design,  site  preparation  and  infrastructure  costs.  Our 
request  also  includes  $30  million  for  five  line  item  housing  construction 
projects  at  Katmai  and  Wrangell  St.  Elias  National  Parks  in  Alaska;  Crater  Lake 
National  Park  as  part  of  the  rim  development  project  (housing  is  for  concession 
employees) ;  Mt .  Rainier  National  Park;  Grand  Canyon  National  Park;  and  Shenandoah 
National  Park. 

25.  Question:   How  many  structures  are  considered  temporary  housing? 

Answer:  All  588  trailers  and  68  tents  currently  being  used  as  housing  are 
considered  temporary. 

26.  Question:  A  primary  reason  that  the  repair  and  replacement  backlog 
is  so  large  and  growing,  according  to  GAO,  is  that  rental  income  does  not  match 
annual  maintenance  needs.  While  there  is  0MB  guidance  on  establishing  rental 
rates,  what  are  you  doing  to  bring  employee  rents  more  in  line  with  maintenance 
needs? 

Answer:  The  Service  supports  the  lifting  of  the  10  percent  rental  cap  that 
has  been  included  by  the  Congress  in  our  Appropriations  Bill.  This  10  percent 
limitation  restricts  rental  collection  in  that  no  rental  rate  can  be  increased 
by  more  than  ten  percent  over  the  rent  paid  the  previous  September  1 .  The 
language  has  been  restored  to  the  appropriations  language  each  year  since  1992. 
The  intent  of  the  rental  rate  limitation  was  to  lessen  the  impact  of  sharp  rent 
increases,  especially  noticeable  after  the  1991  Northeast  Survey.  There  are 
several  reasons  why  the  time  is  appropriate  to  discontinue  the  limitation: 
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1.  changes  to  0MB  Circular  A-45  in  October  1993,  now  allow  any  rental 
increase  greater  than  25%  to  be  phased  in. 

2.  Maintenance,  operational  and  utility  costs  continue  to  rise  and  the  gap 
between  rental  income  and  maintenance  costs  continues  to  grow.  The  most 
recent  figures  show  an  approximate  $10  million  difference. 

3 .  Rangers  Futures  resulted  in  most  employees  in  the  ranger  series 
realizing  a  one-or-two-grade  increase.  This  went  into  effect  in  December 
of  1994 .  This  means  that  the  bulk  of  the  work  force  is  now  in  a  better 
position  to  pay  the  actual  rental  rate. 

4.  As  long  as  rental  rates  for  park  housing  are  held  artificially  low, 
there  is  little  incentive  for  employees  to  move  out  of  the  park. 

LEGISLATIVE  INITIATIVES 

Your  budget  includes  two  legislative  initiatives  involving  increasing  entrance 
fees  and  expanding  current  leasing  authority. 

27.  Question:   How  critical  is  the  need  for  these  programs? 

Answer:  They  are  absolutely  crucial.  As  part  of  the  FY  1996  budget,  the 
Administration  has  proposed  two  legislative  initiatives  to  enhance  management  of 
the  National  Park  System.  Both  proposals  would  provide  critical  new  sources  of 
revenue  for  the  Park  System.  They  both  would  contribute  to  a  new  fund,  the  Park 
Renewal  Fund,  which  will  provide  funds  directly  to  parks  where  funds  are 
generated,  and  to  park  units  systemwide.  These  funds  would  be  used  to  repair, 
upgrade  and  protect  visitor  facilities  and  park  resources.  These  programs  would 
generate  revenues  for  reinvestment  in  the  National  Park  System. 

Both  proposals  would  allow  the  National  Park  Service  to  retain  the  revenues 
collected,  without  them  being  subject  to  appropriation.  In  the  instance  of  fees, 
all  new  admission  fees  generated  would  be  deposited  into  the  Park  Renewal  Fund 
and  would  be  re-distributed  to  parks  on  a  formula  basis.  In  the  instance  of 
leasing,  we  propose  that  50%  of  the  revenue  generated  from  leasing  would  be 
deposited  in  the  Park  Renewal  Fund  and  again  would  be  distributed  on  a  formula 
basis.  The  remaining  50%  would  be  applied  to  deficit  reduction.  The  leasing 
proposal  would  allow  the  leasing  of  park  buildings  that  are  not  needed  for  park 
purposes,  and  generate  revenues  to  maintain  those  buildings  and  other  resources 
systemwide . 

It  is  estimated  that  the  increased  authorities  for  fees  would  generate  an 
additional  $32  million  per  year.  The  goal  for  the  leasing  would  be  to  raise 
approximately  an  additional  $40  million  for  the  National  Park  System  over  the 
next  five  years  (another  $40  million  would  go  into  the  Treasury  for  deficit 
reduction)  . 

28.  Question:  Can  you  explain  how  the  revenue  from  entrance  fees  will  be 
allocated  among  the  parks? 

Answer:  It  is  proposed  that  all  "new"  revenues  generated  from  new 
legislation  --  that  is,  from  legislation  that  may  be  enacted  in  FY  1995  and 
thereafter  --be  returned  directly  to  the  NPS  to  be  distributed  as  follows: 

•  50%  of  the  total  "new"  revenue  is  to  be  distributed  back  to  the  parks 
that  collected  the  fees.  Each  park's  share  of  this  pot  of  funding  would 
be  based  on  its  original  percentage  contribution  to  the  total  amount  of 
new  revenue . 
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•  40%  of  the  total  "new"  revenue  is  to  be  distributed  to  park  clusters, 
which  in  turn  would  distribute  to  cluster  park  units  based  on  a  priority 
list  of  cluster  projects  that  need  funding.  This  40%  pot  of  total  new  fee 
revenue  is  to  be  distributed  to  the  cluster  park  groups  based  upon  the 
cluster  group's  percentage  of  the  NPS  operating  budget. 

•  10%  of  the  new  fee  revenues  would  be  allocated  for  NPS  National 
Leadership  Council  Servicewide  initiatives. 

29.  Question:   Will  urban  parks  benefit? 

Answer:  Yes,  urban  parks  will  benefit  in  several  ways.  The  urban  parks 
that  do  not  collect  fees  would  be  eligible  to  receive  funding  as  mennbers  of  a 
cluster  group.  The  aforementioned,  NPS  cluster  groups  are  to  receive  40%  of 
total  new  fee  revenues,  with  each  cluster's  share  based  on  its  percentage  of  the 
NPS  operating  budget.  Urban  parks  would  also  be  eligible  for  new  revenue  funding 
through  Servicewide  National  Leadership  Council  initiatives  that  are  funded  by 
10%  of  total  new  fee  revenues. 

In  addition,  the  new  fee  legislation  would  remove  prohibitions  that  currently  bar 
some  urban  units  from  collecting  entrance  fees.  The  Service  would  evaluate  the 
potential  for  collecting  entrance  fees  at  park  units  that  currently  do  not 
collect  fees  to  determine  the  administrative  and  economic  viability  of 
implementing  fee  collection.  If  fee  collection  were  implemented  at  some  urban 
units,  that  unit  would  receive  a  portion  of  50%  of  all  new  fee  revenue.  The 
actual  revenue  received  by  the  park  unit  would  be  determined  by  its  original 
percentage  contribution  to  the  total  "new"  fees  collected. 

30.  Question:   How  will  the  leasing  authority  be  used? 

Answer:  The  proposal  of  the  administration  will  allow  the  Service  to  lease 
buildings  that  are  in  park  areas  and  not  needed  for  park  purposes .  Any  lease 
must  be  for  a  use  consistent  with  park  planning  documents  and  compatible  with 
existing  park  operations. 

31.  Question:   Why  is  the  current  authority  inadequate? 

Answer:  The  current  authority  available  to  the  Service  only  allows  for  the 
lease  of  historic  buildings.  The  Service  has  non-historic  buildings  that  may 
also  be  appropriate  for  leasing. 

32.  Question:  Why  is  only  50%  of  the  income  to  be  derived  from  this 
initiative  being  returned  to  the  Park  Renewal  Fund?  What  happens  to  the  other 
50%? 

Answer:  The  other  50%  will  go  to  the  Treasury  to  aid  in  deficit  reduction. 

33.  Question:  A  barrier- free  admissions  system  was  tested  this  past 
suiimer  at  Carlsbad  Caverns  in  New  Mexico.   What  were  the  results  of  this  test? 

Answer:  The  new  admissions  system  worked  very  well  to  the  benefit  of  both 
visitors  and  the  park  staff.  Two  machines  placed  outside  of  the  visitor  center 
allowed  visitors  to  purchase  tour  admission  tickets  by  credit  card  without  a 
considerable  wait  in  a  long  line.  The  accounting  process  for  the  park  was 
sin^lified  and  treoismittal  of  funds  to  Treasury  was  expedited. 

34.  Question:  Does  the  Park  Service  intend  to  expsmd  this  effort  to  other 
units? 
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Answer:  Yes,  the  Service  has  expanded  automated  fee  collection  systems  to 
Yellowstone  NP,  Olympic  NP,  Coulee  Dam  NRA  and  Assateague  Island  NS .  The 
Servicewide  Fee  Program  has  made  automated  fee  collection  a  priority  and  has 
identified  several  other  units  as  prototypes  for  expansion  of  the  program.  While 
the  remoteness  and  extreme  weather  conditions  of  many  park  units  create  some 
problems  with  implementing  automated  systems,  the  program  is  moving  forward. 

35.  Question:  In  certain  circumstances,  does  this  system  make  more  sense 
than  collecting  fees?   Please  explain? 

Answer:  Automated  collection  systems  certainly  make  sense  at  park  units 
that  have  long  lines  waiting  to  enter  park  areas,  where  FTE  constraints  make  fee 
collection  difficult  to  accomplish  along  with  other  park  operations,  and  at  parks 
that  have  numerous  entry  points.  In  the  future,  design  of  all  new  entrance 
stations  will  incorporate  the  latest  automated  collection  technology  available. 

The  downside  of  automated  systems  is  the  loss  of  contact  with  the  visiting 
public.  Entrance  stations  have  been  one  of  the  traditional  points  where  visitors 
connect  with  a  park  ranger  and  receive  information  about  the  park  area  and  the 
NPS  mission.  Also  of  importance,  contact  at  entrance  stations  may  discourage 
types  of  use  which  may  degrade  the  resources  and  experience  for  which  the  parks 
were  established. 

36.  Question:  Is  there  any  intention  of  increasing  user  fees  in  parks  as 
opposed  to  entrance  fees? 

Answer:  The  current  authority  regarding  recreational  entrance  and  user 
fees  in  parks  lies  within  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act,  which  imposes 
caps  on  entrance  fees  and  allows  for  user  fees  to  be  set  through  comparability 
with  other  public  agencies  and  private  entities  which  provide  similar  services. 
Therefore,  user  fees  --  such  as  campground  fees  --  are  evaluated  annually  and 
adjusted  accordingly. 

CRIME  INITIATIVE 

Your  FY  1996  budget  contains  another  new  initiative  entitled  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Program.   The  budget  contains  $15.2  million. 

37.  Question:   Are  these  funds  to  be  derived  from  the  Crime  Trust  Fund? 

Answer:  Yes,  they  are  to  be  derived  from  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fvind,  which  was  established  by  Section  310001  of  Public  Law  103-322. 

38.  Question:  Can  you  explain  specifically  how  these  funds  will  be  used? 

Answer:  Of  the  $15.2  million  requested,  $5.0  million  will  be  devoted  to 
crime  prevention  activities  in  National  Park  System  units,  $7.5  million  will  be 
used  for  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (L&WCF)  type  grants  for  security  in 
State  and  local  parks,  and  $2.7  million  will  provide  Urban  Park  and  Recreation 
Recovery  (UPARR)  type  grants  for  "at-risk  youth"  in  urban  parks. 

The  $5.0  million  NPS  program  will  have  three  components:  (1)  improvement, 
expansion  or  construction  of  prisoner  detention  facilities;  (2)  purchase  of 
vehicles  dedicated  to  law  enforcement  activities;  and  (3)  purchase  of  high 
technology,  video  surveillance  equipment.  The  detention  facilities  addressed  are 
located  at  Yellowstone,  Grand  Canyon  and  Yosemite  National  Parks,  which  due  to 
their  remote  locations  and  high  visitation,  encounter  problems  not  found  in  other 
smaller  park  units.  Approximately  66  new  vehicles  will  be  purchased  for  use  in 
those  NPS  units  where  they  are  most  needed.  Finally,  video  surveillance 
equipment  would  be  set  up  for  use  in  high  risk  parking  lots,  mall  settings  and 
major  pedestrian  thoroughfares  in  park  units  to  deter  potential  car-jackings  and 
other  assaults. 
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The  $7.5  million  State  Grant  program  will  focus  on  security- related  capital 
investments  in  State  and  local  parks.  These  could  include  the  installation  or 
improvement  in  lighting,  guard  stations,  and  emergency  telephone  services. 
Distribution  of  this  funding  will  not  be  on  a  basis  similar  to  regular  LtWCF 
grants,  but  on  a  basis  which  emphasizes  areas  with  extensive  urban  settings  and 
high  crime  rates,  particularly  in  crimes  concerning  sexual  assault.  The  $2.7 
million  Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Fund  (UPARR)  type  grants  will  target 
renovations  of  recreational  facilities  in  the  inner  city  and  to  the  running  of 
special  recreational  programs  for  older  youth. 

39.  Question:  Would  you  consider  these  funds  critical  to  have  or  a  lower 
priority  than  say  South  Florida  or  the  Housing  initiative? 

Answer:  The  FY  1996  budget  request  represents  the  highest  priority  and 
critical  requirements  of  the  NPS,  as  judged  by  Departmental  and  Bureau 
management.  The  budget  was  developed  in  the  context  of  limited  availability  of 
budget  authority  and  dozens  of  competing,  high  impact  priorities.  The  Housing 
Initiative  and  South  Florida  represent  ongoing  critical  requirements,  while  the 
Violent  Crime  Reductions  Programs  request  represents  a  new  high  priority 
activity. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  GAO  has  recommended  that  the  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  (1) 
jointly  establish  a  policy  on  when  lands  should  be  purchased  or  when  other 
protection  alternatives  should  be  used,  (2)  critically  evaluate  the  need  to 
purchase  additional  lands  in  existing  projects,  and  (3)  prepare  plans  identifying 
lands  needed  to  achieve  project  purposes  and  objectives  for  every  new  project 
before  acquiring  new  land. 

40.  Question:  Does  the  NPS  have  a  lands  program  in  place  that  considers 
the  above  mentioned  criteria?  If  not,  what  is  the  process  the  Park  Service  uses 
to  determine  which  projects  are  recommended  for  acquisition? 

Answer:  Yes.  By  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  (48  PR  85)  on  January 
3,  1983,  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  announced  the  new  "Land  Protection 
Policy.  This  policy  reflects  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  "Policy  for  Use 
of  the  Federal  Portion  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund"  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  May  7,  1982  (47  FR  19784) . 

The  primary  effect  of  the  policy  is  that  alternatives  to  the  direct  purchase  of 
fee  simple  title  are  to  be  more  fully  explored  and  employed  wherever  practicable. 
Under  the  policy,  land  protection  plans  have  been  prepared  for  each  unit 
containing  non-Federal  lands  within  its  authorized  boundaries.  These  plans 
evaluate  strategies  for  land  protection,  identify  the  minimum  interests  that  need 
to  be  acquired,  discuss  methods  of  acquisition,  and  establish  priorities. 
Specific  protection  techniques  and  interests  to  be  acquired  are  to  be  identified 
in  a  Land  Protection  Plan  for  each  affected  unit. 

41.  Question:  If  the  above  criteria  were  used,  would  the  $47  million  in 
projects  recommended  in  your  FY  1996  budget  qualify? 

Answer:  Yes.  Except  for  the  California  Desert  Parks  and  South  Florida 
Restoration  Initiative,  the  tracts  and  acres  listed  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request 
are  derived  from  each  park's  Land  Protection  Plan  which  identifies  all  privately 
owned  land  in  the  area  cuid  recommends  the  minimum  interest  necessary  to  protect 
the  area . 
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The  California  Desert  Protection  Act,  enacted  October  31,  1994,  established 
Mojave  National  Preserve  and  revised  the  boundaries  and  designations  of  Death 
Valley  National  Park  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Park.  The  National  Park  Service 
has  not  yet  completed  a  land  protection  plan  to  determine  acquisition  needs  at 
the  units  affected  by  the  Act.  The  funds  requested  for  FT  1996,  $300,000,  will 
be  obligated  to  cover  the  costs  of  mapping  and  other  necessary  pre-acquisition 
work  for  the  affected  units. 

The  Act  of  March  9,  1994  amended  the  Everglades  National  Park  Protection  and 
Expansion  Act  of  1989,  and  authorizes  the  grant  of  Federal  funds  to  the  State  of 
Florida  for  the  acquisition  of  land  adjacent  to  Everglades  National  Park,  known 
as  the  Frog  Pond;  Rocky  Glades  Agriculture  Area,  and  the  Eight-and-One-Half 
Square-Mile  Area.  The  funds  requested  for  FY  1996  will  be  granted  to  the  State 
of  Florida  for  the  acquisition  of  land  in  the  Rocky  Glades  Agricultural  Area. 
The  budget  request  reflects  acquisition  needs  and  responsibilities  as  outlined 
in  a  Land  Acquisition  and  Management  Grant  Agreement  executed  February  9,  1995, 
between  the  NPS  and  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District. 

It  has  been  well  documented  that  the  process  for  exchanging  federal  lands  for 
non-Federal  lands,  when  it  has  been  used,  has  generally  worked  well. 

42.  Question:   Would  you  agree  with  this  statement? 

Answer:  Exchange  is  a  feasible  method  of  acquisition  that  works  well  only 
when  the  land  sought  by  the  Federal  government  is  owned  by  someone  who  is  willing 
to  dispose  of  it  and  is  interested  in  acquiring  available  Federal  land  in  lieu 
of  cash  or  is  willing  to  accept  cash  from  a  third  party  who  is  seeking  to  acquire 
available  Federal  lands.  Successful  completion  of  a  land  exchange  requires  the 
following  conditions : 

1.  There  must  be  an  equal  desire  on  the  part  of  the  landowner  and  the 
United  States  to  consummate  an  exchange . 

2.  There  must  be  public  land  available  and  identified  as  suitable  for 
disposal . 

3.  All  pertinent  legislative  and  regulatory  directives  must  be  followed. 

Acquisitions  that  fit  those  conditions  are  in  a  distinct  minority.  There  are 
requirements  for  land  exchanges  that  protract  the  exchange  process,  i.e.,  the 
Federal  lands  must  be  surveyed  to  ascertain  the  presence  of  archaeological 
resources  and  any  archaeological  materials  found  must  be  salvaged  or  mitigating 
measures  must  be  taken,-  environmental  impacts  of  disposing  of  the  Federal  lands 
must  be  considered  and  public  notice  of  the  disposal  action  should  be  published; 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  must  perform  a  land  survey  of  the  Federal  land  and 
issue  a  patent  in  some  cases,  and  agreement  of  the  parties  must  be  reached  on 
appraisals  of  both  the  offered  and  selected  lands,  not  just  the  land  the  federal 
government  is  acquiring.  Therefore,  land  exchamges  can  be  labor-intensive  and 
t  ime - consuming . 

To  the  extent  that  lands  can  be  acquired  by  exchange,  exchemges  will  be  pursued 
in  lieu  of  purchase.  In  some  cases,  legislation  limits  the  National  Park 
Service's  (NPS)  authority  to  acquire  by  exchange.  Federal  law  requires  that  the 
leuids  to  be  exchanged  be  located  in  the  same  state.  Geographically,  exchanges 
are  most  feasible  in  those  Western  states  where  public  domain  lands  are  available 
for  disposal;  least  feasible  in  the  Eastern  states  which  contain  no  public  domain 
lands . 

43.  Question:  How  often  does  the  NPS  use  land  exchanges  as  opposed  to  fee 
acquisition?   Please  give  percentages. 
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Answer:  "Exchange"  is  a  method  of  acquisition,  while  "fee"  actually  refers 
to  an  interest  in  real  property.  The  following  table  illustrates  the  comparative 
use  of  available  methods  of  acquisition  for  federal  lands  within  the  National 
Park  System. 


ACQUISITION 

ACRES 

PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 

METHOD 

ACQUIRED 

ACRES  ACQUIRED 

Withdrawal 

64,561,853 

86.99 

Donation 

4,499,210 

6.06 

Purchase 

1,929,956 

2.60 

Transfer 

1,686,638 

2.27 

Exchange 

615,253 

.83 

Taking 

486,722 

.66 

Complaint 

437,119 

.59 

PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 

ACRES  ACQUIRED 

(EXCLUDING  WITHDRAWAL) 


46.60 

19.99 

17.47 

6.37 

5.04 

4.53 


44.  Question:  For  each  project  you  have  recommended  in  this  FY  1996 
budget  for  acquisition,  were  land  exchanges  considered? 

Answer:  The  projects  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  reflect  the 
National  Park  Service's  (NPS)  highest  acquisition  priorities,  regardless  of  the 
method  of  acquisition  employed.  If  any  of  these  acquisition  priorities  can  be 
acquired  by  exchange,  the  NPS  will  seek  to  do  so.  However,  until  acquisition 
funds  become  available  and  appraisals  are  completed,  negotiations  to  acquire  the 
lands  cannot  begin  in  earnest,  and  the  owner's  preferred  method  of  conveying  the 
property  is  not  known. 

45.  Question:  How  many  of  the  proposed  land  acquisition  projects  might 
be  considered  level  of  effort  as  opposed  to  critical  need?   Please  explain. 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  FY  1996  budget  request  for  land 
acquisition  reflects  the  NPS's  determination  of  which  acquisition  needs  cannot 
be  deferred  beyond  FY  1996.  All  lands  identified  in  the  acquisition  backlog  are 
endangered  by  laind  use,  or  the  threat  of  land  use,  that  could  damage  park 
resources  or  preclude  effective  park  management  eind  visitor  protection.  The 
tracts  and  acres  listed  on  the  backlog  and  in  budget  requests  are  derived  from 
each  park's  Land  Protection  Plan  which  identifies  all  privately  owned  land  in  the 
area  and  recommends  the  minimum  interest  necessary  to  protect  the  area.  All  the 
lomd  identified  in  the  backlog  is  therefore  critical  to  carrying  out  the  mission 
of  the  NPS. 

46.  Question:  Acquisition  funds  are  included  for  the  Santa  Monica 
Mountains.  How  much  acquisition  funds  have  been  appropriated  to  date  for  this 
project? 

Answer:  Acquisition  funds  appropriated  to  date  for  Santa  Monica  Mountains 
National  Recreation  Area  (NRA)  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  Year 

Amount 

FY  1979 

$     100, 

,000 

FY  1980 

35,000, 

,000 

FY  1981 

1,667, 

,500 

FY  1982 

5,125, 

,421 

FY  1983 

141, 

,041 

FY  1984 

15,246, 

,705 

FY  1985 

8,275, 

,565 

FY  1986 

7,841, 

,165 

FY  1987 

5,999, 

,172 

FY  1988 

1,000, 

,000 

FY  1989 

11,000, 

,000 

FY  1990 

11,857, 

140 

FY  1991 

11,875, 

000 

FY  1992 

13,810, 

000 

740 


FY  1993  13,113,860 

FY  1994  4,000,000 

FY  1995  4.990.000 

Total  $151,042,569 

47.  Question:   How  many  more  Icuids  remain  to  be  acquired? 

Answer:  After  FTf  1995,  29,391  acres  will  remain  to  be  acquired  at  Santa 
Monica,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  approximately  $81  million. 

48.  Question:   What  is  the  average  cost  per  acre? 

Answer:  Because  of  the  diversity  of  lands  remaining  to  be  acquired  at 
Santa  Monica  Mountains  NRA  and  other  units  of  the  National  Park  System, 
estimating  the  average  cost  per  acre  of  lands  remaining  to  be  acquired  is 
difficult,  and  does  not  really  provide  a  useful  analytical  tool.  Improved  and 
developed  lands  will  naturally  cost  far  more  than  unimproved,  vacant  lands.  If 
an  improved  tract  is  estimated  to  cost  $15,000  per  acre  and  an  adjoining 
unimproved  tract  is  estimated  to  cost  $3,000  per  acre,  the  average  cost  per  acre 
of  the  two  tracts  does  not  reflect  an  accurate  picture  of  either  tract. 

Dividing  the  estimated  cost  of  the  Santa  Monica  backlog  by  the  acres  to  be 
acquired  would  yield  an  average  cost  per  acre  as  follows: 

Acres   Estimated  Cost   Cost  per  acre 
Remaining  To 
Be  Acquired:       29,391      $81,010,000        $2,756 

49.  Question:   Have  alternatives  to  fee  acquisition  been  explored? 

Answer:  The  approved  Land  Protection  Plan  for  Santa  Monica  Mountains  NRA 
recommends  acquisition  of  fee  interest  in  undeveloped  portions  of  several  major 
Ceuiyons  (Arroyo  Sequit,  Trancas,  Zuma,  Solstice,  Corral,  Tuna,  and  Palo  Comado 
Canyons)  that  contain  significant  intact  natural  resources.  Several  other 
strategic  areas,  important  for  resource  protection  or  visitor  use  are  also 
identified  for  fee  acquisition.  The  plan  also  recommends  the  acquisition  of 
easements,  including  scenic,  conservation,  agricultural,  and  trail-right-of-way 
easements . 

Because  full  control  over  resources  and  management  cannot  be  maintained  in 
easement  areas,  those  areas  of  prime  resource  value  and  heavy  visitor  use  are 
considered  for  fee  acquisition  and  assigned  the  highest  acquisition  priorities. 
Those  areas  deemed  less  critical  for  resource  protection  and  for  which  easement 
interest  is  recommended  are  assigned  lower  acquisition  priorities. 

50.  Question:   How  does  this  reuik  in  priority  to  other  sites? 

Answer:  For  FY  1996,  the  National  Park  Service  derived  from  the 
acquisition  backlog  a  listing  of  44  acquisition  priorities  totalling 
$100,000,000.  Acquisition  at  Santa  Monica  Mountains  NRA  ranked  12th  on  the  list. 

51.  Question:  Funds  are  provided  for  the  Upper  Delaware  Wild  and  Scenic 
River.   How  does  this  project  rank  in  priority? 

Answer:  For  FY  1996,  the  National  Park  Service  derived  from  the 
acquisition  backlog  a  listing  of  44  acquisition  priorities  totalling 
$100,000,000.  Acquisition  at  Upper  Delaware  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  ranked 
11th  on  the  list. 

52.  Question:   Why  are  these  funds  seen  as  so  important? 
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Answer:  The  funds  requested  are  needed  to  acquire  properties  fronting  on 
the  river.  The  tracts  are  needed  for  public  access  and  are  threatened  with 
development.  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  does  not  have  adequate  river  access 
at  the  Upper  Delaware.  The  purchase  of  the  tracts  in  FY  1996  will  meet  most  of 
the  NPS's  need  for  public  access  to  the  river.  Funds  will  also  be  used  to 
acquire  the  Ten  Mile  River  Landing  section  and  to  protect  scenic  and  historic 
resources  by  preventing  subdivision  development. 

53.  Question:  Does  any  of  the  acquisition  of  lands  involve  Park  Service 
plans  to  build  a  visitor  center? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  has  no  plans  at  this  time  to  build  a 
visitor  center  on  any  of  the  lands  identified  for  acquisition  with  FY  1996  funds. 

QOBSTIONS  ABODT  PARKS 

54.  Question:  A  February  1995  article  in  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer 
entitled  *A  Surrender  at  Gettysburg"  details  the  frustration  of  a  Maryland  man, 
retired  ad  executive  James  Holechek,  who  has  been  leading  the  charge  to  buy  and 
dismantle  the  unsightly,  310  foot  National  Tower  overlooking  the  Civil  War 
battlefield.   Can  you  give  the  committee  the  status  of  the  tower  acquisition? 

Answer:  In  February  1995,  James  A.  Holechek  withdrew  his  plans  to  purchase 
and  dismantle  the  Gettysburg  National  Tower  and  donate  the  land  to  Gettysburg 
National  Military  Park.  Mr.  Holechek' s  volunteer  efforts  had  been  met  with 
little  response  from  non-profits  and  foundations.  In  January  he  proposed  finding 
an  entrepreneur  to  build  a  Civil  War  Conference  Center  on  the  tower  site. 
However,  the  plan  came  into  conflict  with  the  park's  proposal  for  the  National 
Museum  of  the  American  Civil  War.  Purchase  and  removal  of  the  National  Tower 
remains  a  priority  for  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park,  pending  availjibility 
of  funding  and  other  competing  land  acquisition  priorities. 

55.  Questions:  Have  the  short  eind  long  term  strategies  for  managing  the 
Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  changed  lately? 

Answer:  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  has  the  most  significant  Civil 
War  collection  in  the  National  Park  Service.  The  Collection  contains  38,000 
pieces,  of  which  92%  is  in  storage  in  the  Visitor  Center  basement  with  no  heat, 
no  temperature  and  humidity  controls,  and  cramped  conditions.  The  Cyclorama 
painting  and  the  historic  archives  are  also  kept  in  substandard  conditions  that 
threaten  their  preservation. 

For  many  years,  private  organizations  smd  citizens  interested  in  Gettysburg 
National  Military  Park  have  advocated  the  improvement  of  park  facilities, 
including  the  implementation  of  the  Congressionally  approved,  but  never  funded. 
National  Museum  of  the  American  Civil  War.  There  have  also  been  continuing 
concerns  about  inappropriate  modem  intrusions  (such  as  the  Visitor  Center  and 
Cyclorama  Center)  on  the  historic  setting  of  the  1863  battle. 

In  December  1994,  the  park  was  approached  by  the  Friends  of  the  National  Parks 
at  Gettysburg  (the  Friends)  and  a  local  developer,  the  Monahan  Group,  with  a 
proposal  to  accomplish  some  of  these  goals.  The  partnership  suggested  that  the 
park  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Friends,  which  would  make  the  Guinn 
Woods/Fantasyland  area  available  to  the  Friends  for  interpretive  euid  educational 
purposes.  In  return,  the  partnership  would  raise  donated  funds  to  design  and 
construct  the  National  Museum  of  the  Americein  Civil  War  and  to  relocate  the 
Cyclorama  painting  into  the  new  museum.  The  Monahan  Group  would  make  a 
substcintial  contribution  toward  construction  of  the  museum,  and  would  obtain 
needed  financing  for  the  design  and  construction  of  a  theater  to  be  located  next 
to  the  museum.  The  theater  would  show  an  interpretive,  large-foirmat  film  of  an 
aspect  of  the  battle  of  Gettysburg,  such  as  Pickett's  Charge.  Through  the 
Friends,  the  park  would  allow  the  Monahan  Group  to  charge  a  reasonable  admission 
fee  to  the  film,  thereby  providing  the  Monahan  Group  with  a  revenue  stream  from 
which  to  pay  down  its  construction  capitalization. 
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A  Development  Concept  Pl2m/Environmental  Assessment  has  been  prepared  in 
cooperation  with  the  NPS  Mid-Atlantic  Regional  Office.  The  proposal  is  currently 
undergoing  public  review.  The  park  has  held  meetings  with  the  public  and 
constituent  groups,  and  is  accepting  comments  through  April  24. 

Attorneys  for  the  Friends  and  the  Monahan  Group  have  met  with  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Interior  Regional  Solicitor  to  draft  and  review  the  proposed  legal  agreements 
between  the  involved  parties. 

The  National  Museum  of  the  American  Civil  War  would  be  funded  through  private 
financing  and  donations  raised  by  the  Friends  in  partnership  with  the  Monahan 
Group.  Estimated  costs  for  design,  construction,  and  site  development  are  $25 
million. 

The  NPS  does  not  believe  that  this  represents  a  change  in  the  long-term  strategy 
of  meu:iaging  the  park,  but  rather  the  initiation  of  a  potential  solution  to  a 
long-time  and  desired  management  objective. 

56.  Question:  The  Committee  has  consistently  provided  land  acquisition 
funds  to  protect  the  Patroglyphs  National  Monument  in  New  Mexico .  What  is  the 
current  status  of  the  proposed  six  lane  highway  that  would  cut  a  300  foot  wide 
quarter  mile  long  band  through  the  monument's  lava  rock,  destroying  from  two  to 
10  petroglyphs? 

Answer:  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  determined  that  the  proposed 
highway  (Paseo  del  Norte)  should  be  constructed  outside  the  bounds  of  Petroglyph 
National  Monument.  The  City  of  Albuquerque,  the  highway's  principal  proponent, 
cannot  build  the  road  without  specific  Congressional  authorization. 

57.  Question:  Should  the  Committee  discontinue  further  acc[uisition  at 
this  site  ttntil  this  issue  is  resolved? 

Answer:  No.  The  roadway  is  proposed  for  the  northern  (city  owned)  portion 
of  the  monument.  Federal  land  acquisition  funds  are  required  for  the  southern. 
Federally- owned,  portion  of  the  monument. 

58.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  a  Canadian  corporation's  attempt  to 
build  a  large  gold,  silver  and  copper  mine  3  miles  from  Yellowstone  National 
Park's  border? 

Answer:  Crown  Butte  Mines,  Inc.,  applied  for  a  permit  to  mine  in  the  fall 
of  1990.  Crown  Butte  Mines,  Inc.,  is  an  American  firm  formed  in  Montana  in  1987, 
specifically  for  this  project.  It  is  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Crown  Butte 
Resources,  a  publicly  owned  company  based  in  Canada.  Hemlo  Gold  owns  60  percent 
of  that  company  and  Norjuida  Minerals  owns  44  percent  of  Hemlo  Gold.  Both  are 
also  based  in  Canada. 

The  Montana  State  [>epartment  of  Lands  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  have 
preliminary  regulatory  authority  for  the  project.  The  plan  underwent  six 
completeness  reviews  by  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  local  interest  groups  2md 
in  early  1993  was  judged  complete  by  the  State  of  Montana. 

Preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  began  in  April  1993  and 
the  National  Park  Service  is  formally  participating  in  the  process  as  a 
cooperating  agency.  The  lead  agencies  estimated  that  the  EIS  would  take  two  to 
three  years  to  complete.  The  proposed  project  has  received  national  attention 
from  the  media  and  environmental  groups . 

59.  Question:  The  committee  utnderstands  that  two  conservation  groups 
American  Rivers  and  Trout  Unlimited  have  petitioned  the  Secretary  of  Interior  not 
to  approve  a  permit  for  the  mine- -has  this  petition  been  acted  on? 
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Answer:  American  Rivers  and  Trout  Unlimited  filed  on  January  13,  1995,  a 
petition  contesting  and  protesting  issuance  of  a  patent  (or  title)  for  mining 
claims  on  U.  S.  Forest  Service  lands  that  encompass  part  of  the  proposed  mine. 
The  petition  did  not  challenge  the  issuance  of  the  permit  for  the  mine. 

Crown  Butte  Mines,  Inc.,  filed  a  timely  response,  and  decision  on  American 
River's  request  that  the  Secretary  take  jurisdiction  is  pending. 

60.  Question:  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  new  General  Management 
Plan  for  Grand  Canyon? 

Answer:  The  Draft  General  Management  Plan  is  on  public  review.  The 
comment  period  closes  April  24,  1995.  A  Record  of  Decision  is  expected  in  July 
or  August . 

61.  Question:  How  does  the  plan  propose  to  address  traffic,  growth  and 
preservation  priorities  for  the  park? 

Answer:  The  plan  recognizes  that,  on  the  South  Rim  where  90%  of  visitors 
see  the  canyon,  the  biggest  problem  is  more  the  number  of  vehicles  than  the 
number  of  people.  Therefore,  restrictions  on  private  automobile  access  are 
proposed.  There  is  a  capacity  figure  for  people  on  the  South  Rim  identified  in 
the  Plan.  If  the  facilities  proposed  are  put  in  place  soon,  it  is  not  expected 
that  those  capacities  would  be  exceeded  by  the  year  2010.  On  the  North  Rim, 
where  the  visitor  experience  is  much  more  rural  and  closer  to  nature,  the 
capacity  of  people  is  expected  to  be  exceeded  in  about  10  years.  This  would 
require  an  access  control  system  for  the  busiest  times.  In  general,  traffic 
growth  and  preservation  are  all  the  same  issue  which  will  be  addressed  through 
better  information  to  visitors  before  they  arrive  at  the  park.  Visitors  will 
also  be  put  onto  alternative  transportation  systems.  As  a  last  resort,  some 
access  control  systems  may  need  to  be  put  in  place  during  peak  visitor  periods 
to  protect  both  park  resources  eind  the  experience  of  visitors  who  travel  from  all 
comers  of  the  world. 

Pursuant  to  Congressional  directive,  the  NPS  will  report  to  the  Congress  on  the 
measures  considered  to  mitigate  overcrowded  conditions  and  obtain  Congressional 
approval  prior  to  in^lementing  any  measures  which  would  limit  access  into  the 
park. 

62.  Question:  Are  alternative  modes  of  trcuisportation  into  the  park 
recommended? 

Answer:  Yes.  On  the  South  Rim,  parking  lots  are  proposed  in  the  park  and 
just  outside  the  boundary  where  some  form  of  mass  transit,  such  as  shuttlebuses, 
would  be  available.  The  Grand  Canyon  Railroad  could  potentially  build  a  spur 
line  to  the  parking  area  outside  the  park.  The  sizes  of  these  parking  lots  could 
be  reduced,  if  other  forms  of  tramsportation  from  outlying  communities  were 
effective  in  reducing  the  number  of  cars  arriving  at  the  park.  Tour  buses  could 
be  given  broader  access  than  private  automobiles. 

63.  Question:  What  has  been  the  public  reaction  to  these  recommendations? 

Answer:  Public  comment  is  still  being  received.  However,  at  a  series  of 
public  meetings  held  at  the  end  of  March,  general  acceptance  of  the  proposals  was 
the  rule.  Besides  the  very  specific  concerns  of  the  local  people  most  affected 
by  changes,  the  greatest  concerns  seem  to  be  over  the  cost  estimates  eind  how  the 
work  would  be  accomplished  in  today's  budget  climate.  Some  of  the  comments 
suggest  that  day  use  reservations  during  peak  visitation  may  be  a  more  cost 
efficient  way  to  limit  crowding. 

64.  Question:   What  are  some  of  the  highlights  of  the  plan? 
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Answer:  The  Plan  attempts  to  provide  a  quiet  area  at  the  rim  for  canyon 
viewing  without  the  presence  of  cars  and  buses  detracting  from  the  experience. 
The  Plan  provides  more  information  which  will  allow  visitors  to  enjoy  the  park 
more  and,  wherever  possible,  it  provides  more  support  facilities  away  from  the 
main  visitor  areas.   Some  specifics  proposed  in  the  plan  include: 

o  Constructing  an  orientation  center  with  parking  lot  and  transit  hub 
within  walking  distance  of  Mather  Point,  where  most  South  Rim 
visitors  first  see  the  canyon. 

o  Removing  private  vehicles  from  the  Grand  Canyon  Village  by  having 
visitors  park  at  the  orientation  center  and  transfer  onto  shuttle 
buses.   Expanding  the  shuttlebus  system. 

o  Adaptively  reusing  historic  structures  in  the  South  Rim  village  for 
visitor  services .  New  functions  would  include  an  American  Indian 
Cultural  Center,  an  environmental  education  center,  expanded  food 
service,  and  bicycle  rental. 

o  Removing  two  non-historic  hotels  from  the  canyon  rim,  replace  the 
lost  rooms  back  from  the  rim  at  an  existing  hotel  complex,  and 
convert  five  employee  dormitories  to  visitor  accommodations. 

o  Constructing  50  miles  of  bike/pedestrian  trails  on  both  the  South 
Rim  and  the  North  Rim  to  allow  personal  interaction  with  the  canyon 
without  going  below  the  rim. 

65.  Question:  The  FY  91  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill  included  funds 
to  study  the  feasibility  of  constructing  a  foot  bridge  from  New  Jersey  to  Ellis 
Island.  At  that  time,  the  Park  Service  was  expressing  serious  reservations:  the 
main  issue  being  the  integrity  of  the  site.  The  EIS  is  in  draft  stage  and 
preliminary  discussions  with  the  NPS  indicate  that  the  Park  Service  might  have 
another  point  of  view.  Can  you  tell  the  Committee  about  the  draft's  findings  and 
whether  the  NPS  will  support  the  construction  of  the  foot  bridge? 

Answer:  The  preliminary  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Ellis 
Island  Bridge  and  Access  Alternatives  is  currently  being  reviewed  within  the 
National  Park  Service  and  with  agencies  with  regulatory  interests.  Among  the 
findings  of  the  draft  EIS  are:  1)  a  bridge  which  would  enable  transport  of 
workers,  vehicles  and  materials  to  the  Island  would  significantly  reduce  costs 
associated  with  the  rehabilitation  and  ultimate  use  and  management  of  the  30 
remaining  deteriorated  buildings.  Potential  savings  in  construction  costs  alone 
are  estimated  to  be  $22.4  million;  2)  the  economic  impact  on  the  ferry 
concessioner  would  be  minimal;  3)  the  adverse  impact  on  the  cultural  resources 
and  historic  scene  could  be  minimized  through  design  considerations;  and  4)  a 
free  pedestrian  bridge  would  attract  a  large  community  of  new  visitors.  The 
Transportation  Appropriations  Bill  directed  that  $15  million  be  available  for  the 
construction  of  an  Ellis  Island  Bridge  and  accordingly,  our  position  has  been  to 
carry  out  the  intent  of  Congress . 

66.  Question:  What  are  the  major  issues  which  have  influenced  the 
National  Park  Service  to  take  another  look  at  this  project? 

Answer:  A  number  of  factors  entered  into  the  decision  to  select  as  the 
preferred  alternative  the  narrowest,  lowest,  shortest  bridge.  The  most  critical 
factors  were  the  need  to  preserve  and  secure  sustainable  uses  for  the  30 
deteriorated  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Ellis  Island  and  conformance  with 
Congressional  intent,  which  directed  NPS  to  proceed  with  this  project. 

67.  Question:  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  new  bridge  euid 
renovation  of  the  30  Southside  buildings  on  the  island? 
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Answer:  Based  upon  the  preliminary  draft  EIS  findings  and  the  NPS 
experience  in  the  lengthy  negotiations  with  the  team  of  private  sector  developers 
seeking  financial  backing  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  deteriorated  buildings 
on  the  south  side  of  Ellis  Island,  we  conclude  that  a  financially  feasible  plan 
for  the  south  side  will  not  be  possible  without  a  bridge  to  provide  access  for 
construction  workers,  vehicles  and  materials  during  rehabilitation,  and  to 
provide  service  and  emergency  access  once  the  facilities  are  operational. 

68.  Question:  Are  there  appropriate  developers  expressing  serious 
interest  in  the  southside  development? 

Answer:  No,  not  at  this  time.  Significant  interest  has  been  expressed  in 
past  years,  but  there  has  been  no  expression  of  interest  since  the  recent 
termination  of  negotiations  with  the  selected  development  team.  The  negotiations 
for  the  development  of  the  30  deteriorated  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Ellis 
Island,  ongoing  for  over  a  decade,  were  terminated  in  February,  1995.  The 
termination  of  negotiations  left  the  NPS  with  no  immediate  solution  to  the 
rehabilitation  of  these  buildings,  estimated  at  $100  million.  All  of  the 
buildings  are  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  are 
nationally  significant.  The  Baggage /Dormitory  Building  in  particular  is  in  an 
advanced  state  of  deterioration  and  requires  about  $30  million  for 
rehabilitation . 

69.  Question:  Should  the  Park  Service  identify  a  developer  who  is 
seriously  interested  in  the  renovation  project,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  Park 
Service  to  have  the  developer  incur  all  planning,  construction  and  operations 
costs  to  manage  the  facilities  or  is  there  a  funding  responsibility  for  the  NPS? 

Answer:  The  previous  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP) ,  which  did  not  lead  to 
a  successful  lease,  directed  the  developer  to  assume  all  planning,  design, 
construction  and  operational  costs  for  their  facilities.  Possible  additional 
operating  costs  to  the  park,  such  as  security,  grounds  maintenance,  and  other 
infrastructure  costs  were  to  be  determined  in  final  lease  negotiations,  which 
never  occurred.  If  a  new  RFP  is  issued,  we  will  again  expect  the  developer  to 
be  responsible  for  all  costs  associated  with  their  facilities  and  the  division 
of  responsibility  for  any  additional  NPS  operating  costs  would  be  determined  in 
the  lease  negotiations. 

70.  Question:   How  much  would  the  Federal  responsibility  entail? 

Answer:  That  determination  can  only  be  made  upon  selection  of  a  feasible 
plan  and  development  team. 

71.  Question:  Has  the  Foundation  which  raised  the  funds  for  the 
renovation  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty  been  approached  about  this  project? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  with  the  Statue  of 
Liberty/Ellis  Island  Foundation  is  due  to  expire  at  the  end  of  1995,  after  a 
highly  successful  $400  million  fundraising  effort.  Given  the  proven  track  record 
of  the  Foundation,  the  NPS  initiated  a  discussion  to  determine  the  feasibility 
of  their  continuing  the  reheOailitation  of  buildings  on  Ellis  Island.  We  are  now 
in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  new  MOA  with  the  Foundation  to  rehabilitate  the 
Baggage/Dormitory  Building,  incorporating  a  Family  History  Center.  The  NPS  is 
also  in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  new  MOA  with  the  Ellis  Island  Restoration 
Commission,  vesting  an  advisory  role  in  the  planning  and  design  of  the  Family 
History  Center  project. 

72.  Question:   What  is  the  timetable  for  completing  the  final  EIS? 

Answer:  Completion  of  the  final  EIS  is  expected  by  the  end  of  March,  1996. 
Ujx5n  completion,  a  30-day  waiting  period  {to  allow  for  public  appeal)  will  ensue, 
followed  by  the  issueince  of  a  Record  of  Decision. 
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73.  Question:  When  would  the  engineering  and  design  work  begin?  Would 
that  be  funded  through  the  Tramsportation  Appropriations  Bill  or  Interior? 

Answer:  Engineering  and  design  work,  as  well  as  the  process  of  securing 
required  permits,  would  begin  immediately  upon  issuance  of  the  Record  of  Decision 
and  would  be  funded  through  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill . 

74.  Question:  Is  the  $15  million  set  aside  in  the  FY  1991  Transportation 
Bill  still  available? 

Answer:  Yes,  less  amounts  already  expended  for  studies  and  advance 
planning  activities.  However,  the  project  is  referenced  in  both  the  House  and 
Senate  fund  rescission  bills. 

75.  Question:   Is  this  adequate  to  fund  the  entire  project? 

Answer:  Approximately  $13  million  of  the  $15  million  Transportation 
Appropriation  remains  available.  This  amount  is  adequate  to  fund  the  estimated 
pleuining  and  construction  costs  of  the  bridge  identified  in  the  preferred 
alternative  of  the  preliminary  draft  EIS.  However,  the  unobligated  balance  is 
not  sufficient  to  fund  planning  and  construction  costs  associated  with  some  of 
the  "other"  alternatives. 

76.  Question:  Would  the  NPS  be  responsible  for  repair  and  maintenance  on 
the  structure  once  completed?  What  would  those  annual  costs  be? 

Answer:  Yes,  NPS  would  be  responsible  for  repair,  maintenance,  security 
and  operation  of  the  bridge  upon  its  completion.  The  preliminary  draft  EIS 
contains  an  estimate  of  $720,000  annually  for  these  responsibilities,  including 
a  manned  ranger  station  at  the  Liberty  State  Park  terminus.  At  present,  these 
funds  are  not  included  in  the  operating  budget  for  the  Statue  of  Liberty  National 
Monument  and  Ellis  Island. 

77.  Question:  The  Martin  Luther  King  National  Historic  Site  underwent 
some  difficulties  earlier  this  year.  Has  the  issue  of  tours  at  the  Birthplace 
been  amicably  resolved? 

Answer:  The  issue  of  tours  at  the  Birthplace  has  been  put  to  rest.  On 
April  1,  Mr.  Dexter  Scott  King,  President  of  the  King  Center,  met  with 
Congressman  John  Lewis,  representatives  of  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS), 
Department  of  the  Interior,  City  of  Atlanta,  and  other  community  leaders.  Mr. 
King  stated  there  is  no  longer  an  issue  between  the  NPS  and  the  King  Center 
regarding  tours  of  Dr.  King's  Birthplace.  The  park  is  in  the  process  of 
developing  a  Memorandum  Of  Understanding  which  will  detail  how  the  parties  are 
to  work  together  in  interpreting  tours  of  the  birthplace. 

78.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  $11.8  million  appropriated  by 
this  committee  last  year  to  fund  visitor  facility  development  (construction  of 
a  visitor's  center,  parking  lot,  plaza  and  promenade)  along  the  Auburn  Avenue 
corridor? 

Answer:  The  amount  appropriated  for  visitor  facility  development  at  the 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  National  Historic  Site  was  $9,982  million  in  FY  1994. 
About  60%  of  the  funds  have  been  obligated.  Construction  of  the  visitor  center, 
plaza  and  walkway  is  underway.  Cleanup  for  the  parking  site  is  also  underway, 
with  the  construction  of  the  parking  area  to  proceed  immediately  following 
cleanup.  Construction  documents  are  complete,  and  bid  documents  are  being 
prepared,  for  the  interpretive  exhibition  for  the  visitor  center  and  the  Fire 
Station  museum. 

79.  Question:  Will  these  facilities  be  completed  prior  to  the  start  of 
the  Summer  Olympics? 
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Answer:  All  planned  visitor  facilities  will  be  completed  prior  to  the 
start  of  the  1996  Summer  Olympics,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  surface 
parking  facility.  This  exception  is  due  to  the  possibility  that  remediation  of 
hazardous  substances  might  not  be  finalized.  Contingency  plans  are  being 
developed  for  temporary  visitor  parking  to  accommodate  the  Olympic  crunch,  should 
the  need  arise. 

80.  Question:  Earlier  this  year.  Rep.  Walter  Jones  Jr.  introduced  the 
Oregon  Inlet  Protection  Act  that  would  allow  the  use  of  already  authorized  money 
and  transfer  of  IcUid  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct  a  system  of 
jetties.  This  issue  has  been  quite  controversial  in  past  years.  What  is  the 
current  status  of  the  jetty  proposal? 

Answer:  Although  the  construction  project  was  approved  by  Congress  in 
1970,  funding  and  the  recently  proposed  land  transfer  have  not  been  authorized. 
The  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI)  has  expressed  serious  concerns  about  the 
environmental  and  visitor  impact  of  jetty  construction.  Among  Department 
concerns  is  project  compatibility  with  the  purposes  of  the  park  and  refuge; 
disruption  of  a  campground  and  a  prime  recreational  fishing  area,-  accelerated 
erosion;  interruption  of  larval  fish  transport;  eind  impacts  on  threatened  and 
endangered  species . 

The  DOI  supports  a  dredging-only  alternative  as  the  most  economically  feasible 
smd  environmentally  compatible  alternative  for  maintaining  a  navigation  channel 
through  Oregon  Inlet. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  working  on  Supplement  No.  3  to  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  associated  analyses  related  to  the  project.  Dare  County  and 
the  State  of  North  Carolina  continue  to  lobby  for  project  funding. 

81.  Question:  I  noted  a  recent  report  issued  by  the  National  Park  Service 
entitled  "Serving  the  Visitor"  --  a  report  on  consumers  of  the  National  Park 
Service.  Ceui  you  describe  the  report,  how  and  why  is  was  initiated?  Is  it  a 
part  of  the  National  Performance  Review? 

Answer:  The  report,  "Serving  the  Visitor:  A  Report  on  Customers  of  the 
National  Park  Service, "  was  produced  by  the  Visitor  Services  Project  (VSP) ,  a 
research  program  at  the  University  of  Idaho  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit.  Dr. 
Gary  E.  Machlis  and  Neuicy  Medlin  are  the  authors. 

The  report  is  a  12 -page  document  that  combines  results  from  the  individual  park 
studies  conducted  by  the  VSP  from  1988  to  1993.  It  includes  visitors' 
evaluations  of  12  services- -from  park  personnel  to  ranger  programs,  to  food 
service  and  lodging.   Over  18,000  respondents  in  43  parks  are  included. 

The  report  was  initiated  by  the  VSP  for  several  reasons:  (1)  park 
superintendents  and  NPS  managers  had  requested  aui  overview  of  results  from  the 
individual  park  studies;  (2)  Vice-President  Gore's  1993  Report  on  Reinventing 
Government  had  proposed  increased  attention  to  customer  service  evaluation;  and, 
(3)  combining  the  results  of  the  individual  studies  into  em  overview  report  made 
effective  use  of  already  gathered  information. 

As  the  VSP  report  was  being  prepared  the  National  Performance  Review  was 
initiated.  "Serving  the  Visitor"  contributes  to  the  NPR  as  a  systematic 
assessment  of  visitors'  evaluation  of  NPS  services.  It  could  be  used  as  a  model 
for  other  federal  agencies . 
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PBRFORMAHCB  STANDARDS 

Several  years  ago  the  Congress  passed  P.L.  103-62,  The  Government  Performance  and 
Results  Act.  This  legislation,  supported  by  the  Administration,  is  the 
cornerstone  of  Federal  efforts  to  make  agencies  more  accountable  by  emphasizing 
a  more  results-oriented  Government.  The  effectiveness  of  this  effort  is  largely 
based  on  the  existence  of  good  data  systems ,  something  the  Park  Service  has  had 
problems  with  in  the  past . 

82.  Question:  The  Park  Service  has  many  important  priorities  and  needs, 
however,  current  data  would  seem  to  be  a  critical  element  to  protecting  and 
managing  resources.   How  is  the  Park  Service  addressing  the  "data"  problem? 

Answer:  We  agree  that  information  is  key  to  procecting  and  managing  park 
resources .  There  is  a  general  need  to  know  what  resources  are  in  a  park  to  be 
able  to  adequately  protect  and  preserve  them,  as  well  as  specific  needs  for 
information  to  provide  for  visitor  services.  That  is  why  the  NPS  began  an  effort 
to  obtain  basic  natural  and  cultural  resource  data  sets  systematically  for  all 
parks.  The  process  assures  that  all  parks,  regardless  of  the  size  of  their 
budget,  have  the  needed  information,  and  also  assures  that  the  information  is 
obtained  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner. 

Much  of  the  basic  natural  resource  data  for  parks  is  being  obtained  through 
interagency  agreements  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  in  many  cases  the  National 
Park  Service  is  being  charged  favorable  rates  for  these  consolidated  efforts. 
The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  a  request  for  $3.2  million  to  further  its 
natural  resource  inventory  and  monitoring  program.  In  addition  to  this 
Servicewide  effort,  specialized  information  needs  are  documented  in  park  Resource 
Management  Plans.  These  information  needs  are  met  through  a  variety  of 
mechanisms,  including  park  programs  and  specialized  Servicewide  programs  such  as 
the  water  resource  and  mining  and  minerals  programs. 

There  are  12  basic  natural  resource  data  sets  that  were  determined  by  a  panel  of 
NPS  scientists  and  managers  to  be  the  most  basic  required  to  manage  park 
resources  appropriately.  The  progress  being  made  on  these  data  sets  vary 
according  to  the  type  of  inventory.  For  example,  by  the  end  of  FY  1995, 
bibliographic  data  will  have  been  compiled  for  181  parks,  base  cartographic  data 
projects  will  be  completed  for  81  parks,  water  quality  baseline  data  will  have 
been  collected  for  254  parks,  and  soil  mapping  projects  are  expected  to  be 
completed  for  9  parks.  A  number  of  other  critical  inventories  (e.g.  threatened 
cind  endangered  species,  geologic  hazards)  have  not  been  initiated  and  overall 
only  about  14  percent  of  the  total  effort  has  been  funded.  Other  inventory  data 
sets  include:  identification  of  what  vascular  plants,  vertebrates,  threatened  and 
endouigered  species,  non-vascular  plants  and  invertebrates,  and  other  species  of 
special  concern  are  present  in  a  particular  park,  as  well  as  the  distribution  of 
species  of  special  concern;  digital  cartographic  data  (e.g.,  elevation,  roads); 
location  of  water  bodies;  water  quality  use  classifications  and  basic  water 
chemistry  for  key  water  bodies;  identification  of  nearest  air  cfuality  monitoring 
stations  and  sources;  list  of  air  quality- related  values  and  visibility  goal; 
basic  precipitation;  eind  basic  meteorological  data.  All  of  these  data  have 
implications  for  protecting  resource  values  and  for  providing  for  visitor  use  and 
enjoyment  of  park  resources. 

For  cultural  resources  these  data  are  in  different  stages  of  completeness, 
depending  on  program  area.  Management  policies  of  the  NPS  require  each  park  to 
prepare  emd  periodically  update  a  Resources  Management  Plan  (RMP) .  RMPs 
identify,  prioritize,  euid  formulate  funding  requests  for  data  needed  for 
resources  management .  RMPs  are  updated  at  least  every  four  years .  A  summary  of 
NPS  progress  in  addressing  cultural  resource  data  collection  by  program  and 
function  follows: 

Archeoloqv:  The  NPS  has  identified  the  lack  of  basic  inventory  data  on 
archeological  sites  and  the  lack  of  organized  and  retrievoUsle  management 
information  on  such  sites  (e.g.  location,  significance,  threats,  mcmagement 
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requirements)  as  a  material  weaknesses  in  our  management  accountability  and 
control  capabilities.  The  following  has  been  accomplished:  (1)  in  1992,  a 
Systemwide  Archeological  Inventory  Program  was  established  to  acquire  on  a 
priority  basis  the  basic  inventory  data  on  scientifically  significant 
archeological  sites  in  parks,  and  (2)  in  1993,  a  Systemwide  Archeological  Sites 
Management  Information  System  was  established  which  specified  the  collection  of 
required  standardized  archeological  sites  inventory  data,  defined  twelve 
management  reports  which  will  provide  for  monitoring  program  implementation  at 
the  park.  Region  and  national  levels,  issued  the  functional  and  data  requirements 
document  needed  to  automate  the  management  information  system,  and  initiated  the 
software  development  for  the  automated  system.  The  computer  based  operational 
management  information  system  will  be  implemented  by  the  end  of  FY  1996;  jmd  data 
entry  and  management  report  capability  for  some  parks  will  be  available  by  the 
end  of  FY  1997.  Basic  inventory  information  for  approximately  58,000  known  sites 
exists  in  hard  copy  and  constitutes  the  data  entry  backlog.  Until  this  backlog 
is  substantially  reduced  our  management  reporting  capability  will  be  limited. 
All  current  inventory  projects  are  required  to  fund  the  data  collection  and  data 
entry  as  part  of  project  costs  in  order  to  not  further  increase  the  backlog. 
Both  inventory  projects  and  backlog  data  entry  are  competitive  priorities  for 
available  project  funds. 

Cultural  Landscapes:  An  inventory  of  cultural  Ictndscapes  in  the  National  Park 
System  has  not  been  undertaken.  As  a  result,  the  extent  and  condition  of  these 
resources  within  the  System  are  unknown.  In  FY  1992,  the  NPS  commenced  a  three- 
year  project  to  design  and  field  test  an  inventory  methodology  for  cultural 
landscapes.  As  envisioned,  the  Cultural  Lcindscapes  Inventory  will  be  an 
evaluated  inventory  of  all  cultural  landscapes  having  historical  significance. 
It  lists  resources  in  which  the  NPS  has  or  plems  to  acquire  legal  interest.  In 
FY  1995,  the  final  year  of  the  project,  the  NPS  will  finalize  the  process  for 
conducting  the  inventory,  the  identification  of  information  to  be  collected,  and 
the  determination  of  the  structure  and  content  of  the  computer  program. 

Ethnography :  Most  parks  contain  resources  with  traditional  significeuice  to 
Native  Americans,  African  Americans,  other  ethnic  communities  and  park  neighbors. 
Since  1990,  when  fiscal  resources  were  first  available,  funding  has  been  applied 
to  the  resolution  of  immediate  and  critical  planning  cind  resource  management  data 
issues  primarily  associated  with  Native  American  communities  or  park  neighbors. 
Development  of  a  management  information  system  to  address  management 
accountability  concerns  has  yet  to  be  initiated. 

History:  For  the  past  two  fiscal  years,  the  NPS  has  set  aside  a  certain  amount 
of  money  within  the  Cultural  Resources  Preservation  Program  for  park  Historic 
Resource  Studies  (HRSs) .  These  studies  provide  an  overview  of  the  park's  history 
and  identify  and  evaluate  park  historic  resources  for  National  Register  purposes. 
This  is  not  the  only  source  used  for  funding  HRSs,  but  it  has  placed  additional 
emphasis  on  the  basic  data  provided  by  HRSs. 

Museum  Collections:  The  basic  inventory  for  museum  collections  is  an  automated 
catalog.  Cataloging  is  complete  for  48  percent  of  the  collections  and  should  be 
completed  by  2011.  Every  four  years  the  parks  assess  the  conditions  in  which 
museum  collections  are  exhibited  auid  stored.  By  using  a  checklist  of 
preservation  and  protection  standards,  the  parks  quantify  these  conditions.  In 
1992,  282  parks  identified  12,393  deficiencies,  including  the  need  to  survey  and 
install  security  and  fire  protection  systems,  rehabilitate  storage  facilities, 
evaluate  emd  correct  environmental  control  problems,  acquire  new  storage  systems, 
and  perform  engineering  and  collection  management  studies  to  plan  corrective 
actions.  At  the  current  level  of  funding,  the  Service  estimates  that  these 
deficiencies  will  be  corrected  by  2014.  This  estimate  does  not  include  the  costs 
for  new  storage  facilities  ($158  million)  ,  which  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  NPS 
construction  program.  Yet  to  be  fully  quantified  is  a  park-by-park  assessment 
of  individual  object  condition  and  treatment  needs.  Based  on  Resources 
Management  Plan  data  from  only  114  parks,  the  conservation  treatment  needs  in 
those  parks  amount  to  $9.4  million. 
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structures :  For  historic  and  prehistoric  structures,  the  National  Park  Service 
has  a  two  tier  system  for  collecting  and  maintaining  current  data  critical  to  the 
management  and  protection  of  these  resources.  A  Servicewide  inventory,  the  List 
of  Classified  Structures  (LCS) ,  is  maintained  to  provide  the  Washington  Office, 
national  centers.  Regional  Offices,  and  system  offices  general  information  on 
each  structure,  why  it  is  important,  its  status  with  respect  to  the  planning 
process,  what  the  approved  treatment  is,  and  an  estimate  of  treatment  costs. 
These  data,  which  are  currently  being  updated  Servicewide,  are  important  in  the 
aggregate  budget  and  planning  processes  to  help  insure  sufficient  resources  are 
available  to  parks  to  guarantee  the  preseirvation  and  protection  of  these  cultural 
resources . 

But  to  conduct  the  planned,  approved,  and  budgeted  work,  more  detailed 
information  is  required  at  the  park  level .  The  Inventory  and  Condition 
Assessment  Program  (ICAP)  is  a  park-based  detailed  inventory  of  historic  and 
prehistoric  structures  and  cultural  landscapes  at  the  feature  or  feature 
component  level,  and  is  currently  being  implemented  throughout  the  service.  The 
inventory  and  condition  assessment  receives  asset-specific  data  from  LCS  and 
eventually  from  the  cultural  landscape  inventory,  and  the  specific  information 
about  what  exactly  needs  to  be  done  is  added  to  the  condition  assessment  program 
by  the  park.  The  inventory  is,  in  turn,  connected  to  the  Maintenance  Management 
program,  which  provides  specific  work  scheduling  information  to  insure  that  the 
work  identified  by  ICAP  actually  gets  done. 

83.  Question:  Does  the  reorganization  plan  address  this  need?  If  so, 
how? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service's  reorganization  plan  is  designed  to 
make  park  and  program  managers  more  accountable  and  results-oriented  by 
transferring  increased  authority  and  responsibility  to  the  elements  of  the 
organization  closest  to  "customers"  and  resources.  The  effectiveness  of  our 
ability  to  develop  good  data  systems  will  be  enhanced  by  the  new  organizational 
structure.  Specifically  effectiveness  is  enhanced:  (1)  by  linking  the  success 
of  each  field  unit  within  a  cluster  to  the  success  of  the  other  units  in  the 
cluster,  (2)  by  explicitly  expanding  the  role  of  field  units  to  be  national  park 
field  stations  with  broad  external  responsibilities  and  responsibility  for 
National  Park  System  advocacy,  (3)  by  placing  control  of  more  resources  and 
services  with  field  units  amd  programs  at  the  local  level,  (4)  by  placing  "doing" 
fiinctions  closer  to  the  point  of  delivery  and  removing  them  from  central  offices 
when  practical  and  appropriate,  (5)  by  providing  flexibility  for  field  units  to 
respond  to  changing  needs  and  challenges  through  the  "Cluster"  organization  which 
can  quickly  marshall  shared  resources  to  respond  to  changes  and  rec[uirements,  (6) 
by  retaining  strong  professional  capacity  in  the  systems  support  offices  euid 
increasing  accountability  to  field  units  and  programs,  and  (7)  by  establishing 
specific  responsibilities  in  each  field  director's  office  and  each  system  support 
for  both  natural  and  cultural  resource  management. 

84.  Question:  Although  the  NPS  did  not  participate  in  the  initial  roiuid 
of  pilot  projects  the  Committee  notes  that  the  Park  Service  has  included  several 
performamce  indicators  in  the  FY  1996  budget.  Can  you  explain  exactly  where  you 
are  in  the  process  of  setting  these  goals  and  why  you  selected  the  programs  you 
did? 

Answer :  The  Park  Service  has  assembled  a  6PRA  Task  Force  that  is  working 
under  the  auspices  of  the  NPS  National  Leadership  Council  to  develop  an 
integrated  Systemwide  performance  measurement  system  that  will  be  relevant  and 
useful  for  both  internal  management  and  policy  making  as  well  as  for  external 
evaluation  of  NPS  programmatic  activities.  The  GPRA  Task  Force  will  be  working 
with  program  managers  to  develop  program  goals,  objectives,  and  performance 
measures  for  all  levels  of  programmatic  activities  amd  to  ensure  that  they  are 
in  line  with  the  Service's  overarching  mission  juid  goals. 
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The  perforrwrnce  indicators  that  were  included  in  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget 
were  recreational  visitation,  number  of  acres  and  tracts  of  land  acquisitions, 
and  the  results  of  a  customer  satisfaction  survey  conducted  during  1993-94. 
These  performance  data  are  currently  readily  available;  recreational  visitation 
is  a  primary  indicator  of  NPS  workload  while  land  acquisition  and  customer 
satisfaction  measures  represent  significant  NPS  resource  stewardship  and  visitor 
services  programmatic  activities,  respectively. 

85.  Question:  I  understand  that  a  revised  circular  A- 11  issued  by  OMB 
Director  Alice  Rivlin  required  agency  budget  requests  to  use  performance 
information  where  possible  to  justify  increases  in  FY  1996 .  Did  the  Park  Service 
use  these  standards  to  justify  their  increases? 

Answer:  To  the  extent  possible  the  FY  1996  NPS  Budget  Justification 
included  performance  information.  For  instance,  in  the  Visitor  Services 
subactivity,  the  presentation  of  each  program  element  includes  a  discussion  of 
programmatic  goals  and  objectives  as  well  as  programmatic  outcomes  as  they  relate 
to  the  NPS  mission.  Output  performance  measures,  both  for  the  prior  1994  fiscal 
year  and  as  budgeted  and  targeted  for  the  current  1995  fiscal  year  are  included 
wherever  relevant  etnd  available.  In  the  discussion  of  the  FY  1996  requested 
increase  for  the  Parks  as  Classroom  program,  for  example,  the  NPS  Budget  clearly 
states  the  targeted  performance  goal:  "An  increase  of  $250,000  in  FY  1996  will 
enable  the  NPS  to  enhcuice  and  further  develop  existing  programs  so  as  to  reach 
an  estimated  2  million  students."  Whenever  possible,  the  NPS  included 
performance  measures  and  outcomes  in  its  justification  of  individual,  high 
priority  park  operating  increases . 

86.  Question:  Do  you  believe  these  stsuidards  are  useful  to  both  the 
agency  and  the  public?   Please  explain. 

Answer :  The  NPS  GPRA  Task  Force  determined  that  given  the  investment  in 
time  emd  resources  that  the  NPS  was  going  to  commit  to  developing  and  tracking 
performance  measures,  they  should  not  be  used  only  as  a  mere  reporting  device. 
Moreover,  to  ensure  that  program  managers  comply  with  the  tracking  of  performance 
measures,  performance  data  should  also  serve  as  a  useful  momagement  tool  for 
program  managers.  Thus  the  NPS  is  currently  engaged  in  efforts  to  develop  a 
con^rehensive  Servicewide  performance  measurement  system  that  can  be  used  by 
program  managers  at  all  levels  to  aid  in  improving  program  management  and  policy 
decision  making,  as  well  be  a  tracking  device  of  performance  and  results. 

87.  Question:  Do  these  indicators,  developed  by  the  Park  Service,  address 
program  activity  levels  or  program  outcomes,  or  both? 

Answer :  The  NPS  is  developing  a  performance  measurement  system  that 
intends  to  include  performance  measures  atnd  indicators  that  reflect  all  levels 
of  programmatic  activity  including  both  output  activity  levels  as  well  as 
qu2mtitative  outcomes  wherever  possible.  However,  outcome  measures  may  be 
intermediate  in  nature  given  that  "ultimate"  outcomes  often  c2umot  be  determined 
until  decades  into  the  future. 

88.  Question:  How  do  you  intend  to  use  this  information  in  the  future? 

Answer:  The  performance  measurement  system  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
general  management  structure  of  the  Park  Service  so  that  it  will  serve  as  an 
additional  tool  to  be  used  to  improve  program  management,  policy  analysis  and 
decision  making  and  evaluation,  as  well  as  be  a  tracking  device  of  performeuice 
and  results  for  external  review.  Of  course,  performcuice  information  will  also 
be  included  in  the  NPS  budget  presentations  to  the  Congress. 

89.  Question:  Will  you  be  making  year  to  year  con^arisons  of  the  same 
performance  indicators? 
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Answer:  Yes,  where  it  is  relevcuit.  However,  because  programmatic  goals 
and  objectives  can  change  from  year  to  year,  periodically  new  performance 
measures  and  indicators  may  need  to  be  included  or  obsolete  ones  dropped.  In  the 
current  milieu  of  downsizing  euid  streamlining,  we  believe  it  is  important  to 
maintain  flexibility,  go  with  simplicity  and  not  have  a  performance  measurement 
system  that  is  burdensome  to  program  managers .  We  certainly  do  not  wcuit  to  be 
collecting  information  for  the  sake  of  collecting  information. 

90.  Question:  Will  managers  be  able  to  track  program  performance  with 
periodic  reports  throughout  the  year  so  that  the  information  can  help  them  mfmage 
for  results? 

Answer:  Program  managers,  in  developing  their  performance  measures,  will 
determine  the  frequency  of  tracking  performance  information,  because  ultimately, 
performance  measures  are  intended  to  help  managers  run  programs  more  efficiently 
and  effectively.  In  the  interest  of  not  overburdening  program  memagers  and 
adding  more  administrative  tasks,  the  hfPS  is  attempting  to  develop  a  performance 
measurement  system  that  is  simple  yet  useful  --  not  a  cumbersome,  tedious  and 
time-consuming  burden  that  could  overwhelm  a  streamlined,  downsized  management 
staff. 

91.  Question:  Are  you  developing  a  comprehensive  5-year  strategic  plan 
and  annual  performance  plans  for  your  programs?  As  you  know,  this  will  be 
required  by  law  two  years  from  now. 

Answer:  Yes,  the  NFS  is  in  the  process  of  revising  its  current  Strategic 
Plan  to  meet  the  requirements  of  GPRA.  The  development  of  an  agency  performance 
plcui  is  also  included  in  the  NPS  agenda  of  GPRA  implementation  activities. 

92.  Question:  Do  you  anticipate  any  problems  complying  with  this 
requirement? 

Answer:  Yes.  Funding  necessary  for  the  implementation  of  GPRA,  for 
activities  such  as  training  for  all  managers  and  supervisors  and  the  printing  of 
pviblications,  is  not  available. 

There  are  many  requirements  for  additional  paperwork  which  sometimes  overburdens 
land  mcuiagers  and  other  federal  officials.  This  law  may  be  seen  by  some  as 
falling  in  that  category.  The  intent  of  this  law  however,  is  to  provide  a  simple 
measurement  of  how  effective  federal  programs  are,  indicate  whether  they  should 
be  altered  in  some  way  or  eliminated.  It  also  provides  the  taxpayer  with  a  clear 
idea  how  tax  dollars  are  spent. 

93.  Question:   Is  this  your  understanding  of  the  Act? 

Answer:  Yes,  however,  the  NPS  GPRA  Task  Force  has  determined  that 
performance  measures  will  be  most  effective  if  they  serve  not  only  as  a  mere 
reporting  device  but  also  as  a  valuable  internal  management  tool  for  policy 
analysis  and  decision  making  and  program  evaluation.  Thus,  the  NPS  is  trying  to 
develop  a  Servicewide  performeuice  measurement  system  that  is  simple,  flexible  and 
most  important,  relevant  and  useful  to  program  managers. 

94.  Question:  Do  you  believe  the  process  is  too  cumbersome  or  is  this  a 
cost  effective  means  to  measure  program  effectiveness? 

Answer:  The  GPRA  Task  Force  has  determined  that  one  of  the  most  important 
requirements  of  the  NPS  performance  measurement  system  is  that  it  not  be  a 
cumbersome  burden  on  program  managers,  particularly  as  the  Service  undergoes 
downsizing  and  streamlining.  Our  intent  is  to  estciblish  and  maintain  a  simple, 
flexible  and  relevant  performance  measurement  system  that  will  be  useful  as  both 
an  internal  management  tool  as  well  as  an  informative  reporting  and  evaluation 
device . 
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RBOROANIZATION  PLKH 

The  Park  Service  has  proposed  a  reorganization  plan  aimed  at  downsizing  the 
Washington  auid  Regional  offices  and  placing  personnel  and  support  services  closer 
to  the  parks  and  resources . 

95.  Question:  The  plan  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  the  House 
Impropriations  subcommittee.   Has  the  Senate  approved  the  plan? 

Answer:  As  of  April  28,  1995,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  has  not 
approved  our  reprogramming  request . 

96.  Question:   If  not,  what  concerns  have  they  expressed? 

Answer:  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  they  have  no  specific  concerns  that 
will  preclude  their  approval  of  the  reprogramming  request. 

97.  Question:  The  FY  96  budget  indicates  that  nearly  300  FTE's  will  be 
shifted  from  the  central  offices  to  the  field.  Are  you  in  the  process  of 
implementing  this  plan? 

Answer:  Yes.  Our  restructuring  plans  envision  an  overall  reduction  in 
central  office  FTE  from  an  allocation  of  4,171  in  fiscal  year  1994,  to  2,712  in 
fiscal  year  1999.  Proposals  will  be  made  through  the  budget  process  to 
reallocate  approximately  1,100  of  these  FTE  to  the  field.  Using  central  office 
hiring  restrictions,  a  voluntary  central  office  to  the  field  outplacement 
program,  and  central  office  vacancies  to  fill  new  positions  at  parks,  more  than 
300  FTE  have  already  been  reallocated.  As  you  have  noted,  the  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  proposes  an  additional  reduction  of  approximately  300  central  office  FTE 
and  a  like  increase  in  field  FTE.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  is  not  a  transfer 
of  central  office  positions  and  their  responsibilities  to  the  field;  rather  it 
is  an  attempt  to  fill  the  highest  priority  positions  in  both  existing  and  new 
parks.  Every  attempt,  however,  is  being  made  to  match  qualified  central  office 
personnel  with  these  field  positions,  or,  where  this  is  not  possible,  train 
central  office  staff  for  the  positions. 

98.  Question:  What  process  have  you  devised  to  determine  which  employees 
will  be  transferred?   Is  the  process  voluntary? 

Answer:  A  streamlined  hiring  system  for  central  office  employees. 
Operation  Opportunity,  has  been  operating  for  approximately  one  year.  Currently, 
all  outplacements  from  central  offices  to  the  field  are  voluntary.  When  new 
organizational  structures  are  approved,  we  will  review  the  need  for  involuntary 
transfers.  It  is,  however,  likely  that  if  stronger  processes  are  deemed 
necessary,  the  next  step  would  be  to  place  restrictions  on  the  hiring  offices 
before  entering  into  a  program  of  directed  transfers. 

99.  Question:  Does  your  process  include  conducting  an  analysis  on  what 
skills  are  needed  at  the  parks  and  matching  those  needs  with  central  office 
staff? 

Answer:  Operation  Opportunity,  while  not  a  skills  inventory  or  analysis, 
provides  a  mechanism  for  central  office  employees  to  match  their  skills  with 
available  vacancies. 

100.  Question:  I  ask  the  previous  questions  because  in  the  past,  resource 
managers,  particularly  in  large  western  parks  have  indicated  that  lower  graded 
employees  are  needed  to  take  inventories  of  the  resources  (natural,  cultural, 
historic,  etc.)  In  many  cases  park  superintendents  have  little  idea  what 
resources  they  need  to  protect  and  what  the  current  condition  of  the  resource  is. 
How  are  you  addressing  this  concern? 
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Answer:  We  are  addressing  this  concern  by  advocating  resource  stewardship 
as  an  area  of  emphasis  in  recent  budget  requests,  as  evidenced  by  the  ongoing 
inventory  and  monitoring  and  resource  professionalization  initiatives.  In 
addition,  approximately  $5.0  million  out  of  the  $28.0  million  park  operations 
initiative  is  slated  to  be  used  to  address  high  priority  resource  stewardship 
issues  and  problems.  Many  of  these  increases  include  park  staffing  increases, 
and  reflect  the  operating  priorities  as  established  by  park  management. 

101.  Question:  To  what  extent,  if  any,  was  the  NPS  reorganization 
coordinated  with  reorganization  efforts  at  other  land  mamagement  agencies  like 
the  Bureau  of  Leuid  Msuiagement  euid/or  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer:  The  NPS  has  shared  its  reorgeuiization  plans  with  other  lamd 
management  agencies  and  they  have  reciprocated.  However  the  NPS  reorganization 
plan  was  not  developed  with  extensive  input  or  participation  from  other  agencies. 
It  does  advocate  increased  cooperation  and  coordination  with  other  Federal, 
state,  amd  local  agencies  cind  places  a  greater  emphasis  on  working  with  partners. 

102.  Question:  Did  the  Park  Service  look  for  opportunities  for  increased 
efficiencies  by  integrating  its  activities  or  offices  with  these  other  agencies? 
I  would  think  that  co-locating  field  offices  and  consolidating  administrative 
functions  might  be  cost-effective  in  some  instances  --  can  you  comment  on  this? 

Answer:  The  NPS  has,  in  the  past,  emd  will,  in  the  future,  look  for 
opportunities  to  increase  efficiencies  by  integrating  activities  with  other 
agencies.  To  date,  this  has  occurred  on  an  opportunity  basis  where  the 
efficiencies  are  obvious.  As  administrative  procedures  are  revamped  and 
simplified  govemmentwide,  perhaps  additional  opportunities  will  occur  in  these 
areas . 

BACKLOG  OF  MAZNTENANCB 

At  the  end  of  January  1995,  the  Park  Service  reported  backlogs  in  routine 
maintenance  of  about  $800  million,  in  major  construction  of  about  $6  billion,  and 
in  land  acquisition  of  about  $1.2  billion.  The  basis  for  and  accuracy  of  the 
backlog  estimates  have  been  questioned  by  GAO.  In  an  effort  to  determine  exactly 
what  the  most  critical  items  are  and  the  costs  associated  with  these  projects  the 
following  questions  need  to  be  addressed. 

103.  Question:  How  were  the  latest  backlog  figures  developed?  In  other 
words,  did  the  central  offices  give  the  superintendents  specific  criteria  on 
which  to  base  their  needs? 

Answer:  The  question  mentions  three  different  backlog  numbers.  First,  the 
$800  million  in  routine  maintenance  is  probably  referring  to  the  total 
operational  shortfall,  as  identified  by  NPS  program  managers,  contained  in  the 
Operations  Formulation  System  (OFS)  data  base  maintained  by  the  WASO  Budget 
Division.  The  latest  unfunded  amount  identified  was  $826  million  and  included 
operating  needs  of  parks,  central  offices  and  project-oriented  programs  such  as 
the  Cyclic  Maintenance  Program  smd  the  Cultural  Resources  Preservation  Program. 
This  represents  an  unconstrained  evaluation  of  need.  It  included  both  high  and 
low  priority  items,  as  well  as  current  euid  future  needs.  The  high  priority, 
current  park  operational  backlog  is  currently  around  $200  million.  fieneral 
criteria  are  provided  to  the  parks  during  the  semi-annual  updates  of  OFS,  as  well 
as  during  the  annual  budget  call,  in  which  the  OFS  is  utilized.  However,  in 
general,  the  NPS  relies  upon  the  expertise  of  its  superintendents  euid  Field 
Directors  to  set  priorities,  which  are  then  reaffirmed  by  NPS  management  at 
Headquarters.  On  occasion,  certain  thrusts  and  initiatives  are  emphasized  at  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary,  Assistant  Secretary  and  the  Director.  In  recent 
years,  these  thrusts  have  focused  on  areas  such  as  maintenance,  resource 
professionalization,  interpretation  and  concessions.  Still,  the  preferred 
approach  in  setting  priorities  is  to  allow  those  closest  to  the  resource  identify 
the  problem  and  set  the  importance  in  allocating  limited  funds. 
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In  the  past,  the  development  of  the  Servicewide  construction  backlog  and  the 
Servicewide  priority  ranked  project  listing  has  involved  general  instructions 
from  the  Washington  Office  to  the  10  National  Park  Service  Regional  offices  who, 
in  turn,  accumulate  information  on  unmet  construction  needs  from  their  park 
areas.  The  park  areas  then  develop  their  lists  of  priority  construction  needs 
and  then  the  regional  offices  develop  their  consolidated  listing  of  needs.  The 
Servicewide  backlog  of  construction  needs  ultimately  consists  of  the  summary  of 
all  10  regional  project  lists.  The  National  Park  Service  has  used  the  following 
definition  of  a  construction  project:  a)  the  work  is  of  a  project  nature,  having 
a  definite  start  and  completion  date,  b)  the  project  should  generally  have  a 
total  cost  estimate  in  excess  of  $250,000,  c)  the  work  proposed  should  involve 
the  preparation  of  detailed  plans  and  specifications,  and  will  typically  be 
obligated  through  the  award  of  competitive  bids;  d)  the  period  for  project 
accomplishment  will  normally  exceed  one  fiscal  year,  and,  e)  all  construction 
of  new  structures  must  be  programmed  as  construction  projects  and  requested 
through  the  Service's  "Construction"  Appropriation  in  keeping  with  the  need  for 
Congressional  oversight. 

In  addition,  the  Washington  Office  has  given  park  superintendents  the  following 
listing  of  development  objectives  in  priority  order: 

1.  Court  Ordered  Projects 

2.  Health  and  Safety  Projects 

3.  Resource  Protection  and  Preservation  Projects 

4.  Maintenance  and  Repair  of  Existing  Facilities 

5.  Initial  Facilities  in  new  Park  Areas 

6.  Additional  Facilities  in  Established  Park  Areas. 

Since  the  ranking  of  many  different  types  of  projects  (roads  versus  bridges, 
buildings  versus  sewer  systems,  curatorial  preservation,  etc.)  inevitably 
involves  a  process  which  must  subjectively  compare  and  contrast  "apples  versus 
oranges,"  the  final  difficult  determination  as  to  which  project  ranks  ahead  of 
ouiother  project  is  left  to  the  particular  detailed  knowledge  of  individual  field 
managers . 

Third,  and  finally,  the  land  backlog  figure  is  the  sum  of  all  congressionally 
authorized  but  unacquired  acquisitions.  It  is  not  based  on  tract-by-tract 
appraisals.  The  criteria  is  simply  that  the  land  has  been  congressionally 
authorized. 

104.  Question:  Did  this  criteria  separate  critical  health  and  safety 
issues  from  routine  maintenance  including  large  construction  projects  and  minor 
repairs? 

Answer:  Yes,  in  the  area  of  construction.  The  Servicewide  priority  list 
can  separate  health  and  safety  projects  from  other  categories.  Of  the  $2.9 
billion  list  of  ranked  priorities,  $770  million  has  been  identified  as  health  and 
safety.  Given  the  definition  of  a  construction  project  outlined  above,  routine 
maintenance  and  minor  repair  needs  are  excluded  from  the  listing  of  true  line 
item  construction  projects.  Such  smaller,  maintenance  related  projects  also  have 
their  own  separate  source  of  funding,  namely  the  park  base  or  regional 
maintenance  programs  with  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 
Appropriation . 

105.  Question:  If  this  direction  was  not  given,  did  each  superintendent 
use  his  or  her  own  judgment? 

Answer:  These  lists  are  compiled  against  general  criteria  issued  by  the 
Washington  Office.  However,  the  conditions  and  needs  in  each  park  are  different, 
so  a  measure  of  individual  judgment  is  expected  from  superintendents. 

106.  Question:  Does  the  Park  Service  have  an  automated  system  in  place 
to  routinely  gather  and  update  backlog  information?  If  not,  does  the 
reorganization  plan  address  this  need? 
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Answer:  The  information  for  construction  and  land  acquisition  csm  be 
transmitted  and  compiled  electronically.  Updates,  if  needed,  are  generally  done 
in  support  of  the  annual  budget  request.  Land  acquisition  eind  construction 
programs  are  multiyear  in  character.  They  generally  do  not  require  annual 
updates.  The  Operations  Formulation  System  (OFS)  is  a  personal  computer-based 
system  which  simplifies  the  gathering  and  update  of  operational  needs.  Updates 
of  OFS  are  generally  done  on  a  semi-annual  basis  and  always  form  the  basis  for 
budget  formulation  for  park  operational  increases. 

107.  Question:  What  level  of  confidence  does  the  NPS  have  about  the 
accuracy  of  the  current  figures? 

Answer:  The  land  acquisition  and  construction  numbers  are  not  based  on 
detailed  technical  information.  To  pursue  such  precision  for  expenditures  that 
might  occur  far  in  the  future  would  be  inefficient  and  misleading.  The  backlog 
estimates  should  be  considered  as  representative  of  the  order  of  magnitude  of  the 
sums  required  to  accomplish  the  work.  When  individual  projects  are  included  in 
the  annual  budget  request,  the  numbers  are  based  on  more  complete  technical 
information.  As  we  continue  to  work  with  the  field  in  updating  the  Operations 
Formulation  System,  we  are  gaining  more  confidence  in  the  numbers  contained  in 
the  system. 

108.  Question:  Of  the  estimated  $800  million  maintenance  backlog,  are 
there  items  such  as  fence  painting  and  other  lower  priority  items  which  could 
easily  be  postponed  without  adverse  effect  to  the  unit? 

Answer:  As  previously  noted,  the  $800  million  represents  the  unfunded 
operational  backlog  of  the  NPS.  Of  this  amount,  approximately  $390  million  is 
for  unfunded  requirements  at  parks.  Of  the  park  total,  $135  million  is  in  the 
area  of  maintenance,  $75  million  of  which  is  categorized  as  high  priority  by  the 
park  managers.  It  is  assumed  that  the  $60  million  in  lower  priority  park 
maintencuice  needs  could  be  postponed. 

109.  Question:  Of  the  estimated  $6  billion  backlog  in  major  construction, 
what  types  of  projects  are  included  in  this  figure?  How  much  of  the  estimate  is 
attributeOale  to  congressional  line- item  construction  add-ons  displacing  NPS 
priority  projects? 

Answer:  The  actual  total  identified  NPS  construction  backlog,  which 
includes  both  ranked  emd  unranked  construction  projects,  is  not  $6  billion,  but 
rather  approximately  $4.5  billion.  At  one  time  last  year,  the  Service  published 
a  Servicewide  Priority  Listing  which  erroneously  double -counted  a  category  of 
projects  euid  stated  a  backlog  total  of  $5.6  billion.  There  was  also  a  separate 
listing  of  employee  housing  construction  needs  which  totals  in  excess  of  $300 
million.  Perhaps  the  total  of  these  two  listings  explain  the  frequently 
mentioned  $6  billion  backlog  figure. 

The  $4.5  billion  backlog  figure  represents  the  total  of  3  listings:  the 
Servicewide  Priority  List  for  non-Federal  Lands  Highways  Program  Construction 
($1,640,011),  which  essentially  contains  all  non-road  construction;  the  Federal 
Lands  Highways  Program  (FLHP)  Servicewide  Priority  List  ($1,293,836),  which 
represents  most  road,  bridge  and  tunnel  construction  needs;  and  an  unreuiked 
Regional  Backlog  List  ($1,538,161)  which  contains  both  building  and  road  projects 
identified  by  park  areas.  The  Servicewide  priority  ranked  listings  contain  a 
total  of  224  projects  (121  non-FLHP  and  103  FLHP  projects)  and  the  unranked 
backlog  listing  contains  approximately  225  projects.  Some  overall  work  type  ctnd 
objective  statistics  have  been  collected  on  the  Servibewide  Priority  euid  Unranked 


Backlog  listings: 
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NPS  Construction  Backlcxt  by  Type  of  Work 
($  in  millions) 


Servicewide  Priority  Unprioritized 

Work  Type  Projects  Backlog  Projects 

Buildings  693                             459 

Staff  Housing  156                             147 

Landscape, Trails  &  Misc.  502                             253 

Utilities  278                            38 

Roads  1.304                             642 

Totals:  2,933                           1,539 

NPS  Construction  Backlog  by  Development  Objective 

($  in  millions) 

Development                   Servicewide  Priority  Unprioritized 

Objectives  Projects  Backlog  Projects 

Health/Safety  770  377 

Resource  Protection  719  231 

Repair/Rehabilitation  912  293 

New  Facilities,  New  Areas  339  129 
New/Expanded  Facilities, 

Existing  Areas  193  509 

Total:  2,933  1,539 

The  effects  of  Congressional  added  projects  to  the  Services 's  backlog  of  unmet 
construction  needs  is  a  difficult  cjuestion  to  answer.  Over  the  last  6  years,  the 
Service  has  received  an  average  annual  line  item  construction  appropriation  of 
$172.9  million,  which  is  quite  close  to  the  annual  funding  level  considered 
optimal  in  an  internal  1988  task  force  review  of  optimal  funding  levels.  On 
closer  examination,  however,  the  $172.9  million  6  year  average  annual 
appropriation  level  has  been  composed  of  63  percent  Congressional  added  projects 
and  only  37  percent  NPS  requested  projects.   The  statistics  are  outlined  below: 

($  in  OOO's) 

Fiscal  Total  Line  Item  $  Appropriated,  $  Appropriated, 

Year  Appropriation  NPS  Request  Congressional  Adds 

1990  156,650  22,908  (15%)  133,742  (85%) 

1991  214,036  58,138  (27%)  155,898  (73%) 

1992  216,628  58,291  (27%)  158,337  (73%) 

1993  172,522  77,526  (45%)  94,996  (55%) 

1994  151,524  97,488  (64%)  54,036  (36%) 

1995  126,465  66,843  (53%)  59,622  (47%) 


Totals:      1,037,825  (100%)  381,194  (37%)  656,631  (63%) 

The  chart  shows  that  the  average  dollar  value  of  NPS-requested  line  item  projects 
during  the  last  6  years  appropriation  totalled  only  $63.5  million  annually,  which 
is  far  less  than  one-half  the  optimal  construction  appropriation  recommendation 
of  between  $170  to  $180  million,  depending  upon  the  annual  inflation  indexes 
used.  If  an  adjustment  is  made  for  the  fact  that  approximately  40%  of  the 
Congressionally  added  projects  were  projects  also  identified  on  the  Service's 
construction  priority  lists,  the  6  year  average  annual  construction  program  level 
might  climb  to  about  $107  million  annually,  or  60%  of  the  line  item  construction 
level  optimally  required  annually.  In  light  of  these  facts,  it  could  be  said 
that  the  Service  would  have  accomplished  perhaps  $400  million  more  in  the  last 
6  years  if  the  same  levels  of  annual  funding  had  been  forthcoming  with  no 
congressionally  added  projects. 
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110.  Question:  Is  there  emy  prioritization  of  the  items  in  this  estimate 
to  ensure  that  the  most  critical  are  addressed  first? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  has  reported  a  backlog  of  about  $800 
million  for  general  operational  needs  rather  than  for  maintenance  alone.  Of  this 
amount  about  half  represents  needs  at  park  units. 

111.  Question:  Of  the  $1.2  billion  backlog  in  land  acquisitions,  how  much 
is  critical  to  the  Park  Service  carrying  out  its  mission? 

Answer:  The  $1.2  billion  represents  the  sum  of  congressionally  authorized 
lemd  acquisition  ceilings  for  which  the  NPS  has  prioritized  acquisitions.  This 
represents  approximately  332,000  acres  out  of  a  total  of  4.1  million  acres  of 
privately  held  land  within  authorized  boundaries  of  the  NPS.  Because  the  NPS  is 
charged,  in  the  National  Park  Service  Organic  Act,  "to  conserve  the  scenery  and 
the  natural  and  historic  objects  . . .  [in  the  national  parks]  ...  as  will  leave 
them  unimpaired  for  the  enjoyment  of  future  generations, "  the  ultimate  land 
acquisition  of  all  congressionally  authorized  areas  is  critical  to  the  NPS 
mission.  While  individual  purchases  are  prioritized  for  annual  budget  requests, 
the  Service  cannot  accurately  single  out  any  of  these  identified  projects  as  not 
critical . 

112.  Question:  Aside  from  the  obvious  solution  of  providing  additional 
dollars,  what  other  things  can  Congress  do  to  help  alleviate  the  backlog 
problems? 

Answer:  Fee  euid  leasing  legislation  will  soon  be  proposed  by  the  NPS  which 
provides  for  the  esteJalishment  of  a  Park  Renewal  Fund.  The  Fund  would  be 
generated  through  increased  fee  and  leasing  authorities,  and  would  be  available 
without  appropriation  in  the  year  after  collection.  As  proposed,  the  funds  would 
not  serve  as  an  "offset,"  but  rather  supplement  the  existing  NPS  appropriations. 
The  Fund  would  be  targeted  towards  projects  comprising  the  various  backlogs  of 
the  Service.  Passage  of  this  legislation  would  be  a  large  step  towards  dealing 
with  admittedly  enormous  backlog  numbers. 

In  addition,  particularly  in  the  area  of  the  operational  backlog,  absorptions  and 
across-the-board  reductions  do  little  other  than  to  defer  activities  currently 
being  undertaken  and,  thus,  increase  the  backlog.  Full  funding  of  pay  raises  and 
other  mandates  and  the  annual  inclusion  of  a  sizable  across-the-board  increase 
for  all  park  units  would  help  the  NPS  to  make  progress  against  its  operational 
backlog  through  whatever  programmatic  increases  are  approved. 

113.  Question:  How  will  the  newly  negotiated  concession  contracts  help 
with  the  backlogs? 

Answer:  We  feel  that  requiring  concessioners  to  provide  the  necessary 
infrastructure  and  maintenance  to  support  their  operations  will  greatly  benefit 
the  parks,  and  will  help  with  the  current  backlog  of  maintenance  and  construction 
needs  by  freeing  up  park  personnel  and  funding  for  other  projects.  We  do  not 
believe  that  new  concession  contracts  will  have  any  affect,  either  positive  or 
negative,  on  the  land  acquisition  backlog. 

CONCBSSION  CONTRACTS 

Currently,  there  are  about  1,550  concession  agreements  within  the  Park  Service 
to  provide  visitor  accommodations  and  services.  In  1990,  the  concessioners 
generated  eUoout  $531  million  in  gross  revenue  while  returning  to  the  Park  Service 
fees  of  about  $13  million. 
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114.  Question:  About  550  concessions  contracts  or  permits  will  have 
expired  by  the  end  of  this  year.  As  these  contracts  are  renegotiated  will  there 
be  opportunity  for  concessioners  to  have  a  greater  role  in  helping  to  tnaintain 
parks  by  doing  things  such  as  paving  parking  lots,  roads,  collecting  trash,  or 
maintaining  trails?  Does  the  Park  Service  currently  have  authority  to  negotiate 
such  requirements  into  a  new  concession  contract? 

Answer:  There  will  be  many  opportunities  for  concessioners  to  have  a 
greater  role  in  helping  to  maintain  parks.  Infrastructure  required  to  support 
concession  operations,  such  as  parking  lots  and  utility  systems,  and  maintenance 
of  assigned  lands  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  concessioner  unless  it  can 
be  shown  that  it  is  not  economically  feasible  for  the  concessioner  to  do  so.  To 
the  extent  such  activities  directly  support  the  concession  operation,  the 
National  Park  Service  currently  has  authority  to  include  such  requirements  in  a 
new  concession  contracts.  However,  it  does  not  have  authority  to  include  in  a 
new  contract  maintenance  or  development  recfuirements  that  do  not  directly  support 
the  concession  operation,  as  these  activities  appropriately  would  be  the  subject 
of  a  Federal  procurement  or  service  contract . 

115.  Question:  I  assume  that  the  Service  will  negotiate  shorter  term 
leases  and  require  a  greater  percentage  of  the  concessionaires  earnings?  Please 
describe  how  differently  these  new  contracts  will  be  from  the  old  ones? 

Answer:  The  terms  of  concession  contracts  will  be  much  shorter.  In  most 
instances,  five  to  ten  year  contracts  will  be  issued.  Only  those  contracts  with 
extraordinary  investment  requirements  will  be  issued  for  more  than  10  years.  It 
is  unlikely  that  any  contracts  with  a  term  longer  than  15  years  will  be  issued. 
Possessory  interest  in  new  facilities  constructed  by  concessioners  will  be  at 
generally  lower  book  value  (i.e.,  cost  less  depreciation)  rather  than  sound 
value- -that  is,  the  appraised  value  limited  not  to  exceed  market  value.  In  those 
instances  where  it  is  in  the  Government's  best  interest  to  do  so,  concessioners 
who  have  existing  sound  value  possessory  interests  will  be  required  to  extinguish 
those  interests  over  a  specified  period  of  time.  Because  the  contract  renewal 
process  is  now  more  competitive,  the  National  Park  Service  is  in  a  much  better 
position  to  obtain  increased  return  to  the  Government,  as  well  as  improved  terms 
and  conditions  in  general . 

116.  Question:  Since  many  of  these  contracts  are  over  30  years  old  euid 
thus  negotiating  new  large  contracts  is  a  fairly  new  requirement,  what  specific 
training  was  provided  to  Park  Service  individuals  who  have  responsibility  for 
developing  these  new  contracts? 

Answer:  A  new  sample  prospectus  and  related  guidelines  were  developed  smd 
published  for  comment  in  1993.  In  Fall  1993  smd  Spring  1994,  concessions 
specialists  at  the  parks  and  regional  offices  were  trained  in  the  use  of  this 
document,  particularly  with  regard  to  developing  prospectus  requirements  and 
evaluating  offers  received  in  response  to  prospectuses  issued  by  the  National 
Park  Service. 

117.  Question:  Are  you  confident  that  the  newly  negotiated  concession 
contracts  will  greatly  benefits  the  parks  amd  help  with  the  tremendous  backlog 
of  needs? 

Answer :  We  feel  that  requiring  concessioners  to  provide  the  necessary 
infrastructure  and  maintenance  to  support  their  operations  will  greatly  benefit 
the  parks,  and  will  help  with  the  current  backlog  of  needs  by  freeing  up  park 
personnel  and  funding  for  other  projects. 

118.  Question:  Does  the  Park  Service  have  a  complete,  centralized 
inventory  of  all  of  its  concession  agreements  containing  basic  information  such 
as  length  of  agreement,  gross  revenues,  auid  fees  paid?  How  is  the  data  verified 
and  how  often  is  it  updated? 
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Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  maintains  a  computerized  inventory 
listing  the  basic  provisions  of  each  concession  contract  eind  permit.  This 
database  is  updated  each  time  a  new  contract,  permit,  amendment,  or  extension  is 
received.  The  National  Park  Service  also  maintains  a  database  containing 
financial  data  on  each  concessioner.  This  database  is  updated  each  time  a  new 
annual  financial  report  is  submitted. 

119.  Question:  Meuiy  parks  use  non-fee  compensation  or  require  that  a 
concessioner  contribute  to  a  building  improvement  fund  for  repairs  rather  than 
paying  a  building  use  fee.  What  safeguards  are  in  place  today  to  ensure  that 
non-fee  compensation  is  actually  received  euid  that  expenditures  from  building 
improvement  funds  are  for  authorized  purposes  and  agreed  upon  repairs? 

Answer:  Concessioners  who  deposit  money  in  a  special  account,  in  lieu  of 
paying  a  building  use  fee,  must  maintain  the  account  separately  from  all  other 
concessioner  funds,  and  provide  monthly  account  statements  to  the  Secretary.  In 
addition,  the  concession  must  submit  an  annual  statement  reflecting  total 
activity  in  the  account  for  the  preceding  year,  including  monthly  credits, 
expenses  by  project,  amd  interest  earned.  The  concessioner  must  maintain 
auditable  records,  including  invoices,  billings  cancelled  checks  and  other 
documentation  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary.  Fxinds  are  expended  on  projects  as 
directed  by  the  park  superintendent,  in  accordance  with  project  priorities 
established  by  the  Regional  Director.  Expenditures  for  projects  in  excess  of  $1 
million  must  be  approved  by  the  Director. 

120.  Question:  In  Jcuiuary  1993,  the  Park  Service  issued  new  regulations 
regarding  concession  contracts.  Those  regulations  were  aimed  at  developing  a  new 
standard  contract  by  clarifying  certain  provisions  and  implementing  new  contract 
terms.  How  many  concession  agreements  have  been  renewed  under  the  new 
regulations  etnd  what  is  the  current  backlog  of  agreements  awaiting  renewal? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  issued  new  regulations  in  October  1992, 
which  primarily  were  intended  to  make  more  competitive  the  renewal  of  concession 
contracts  and  permits.  The  National  Park  Service  adopted  new  standard  concession 
contract  language  as  a  matter  of  policy  in  January  1993.  Approximately  13 
concession  contracts  and  63  permits  have  been  renewed  under  the  new  regulations. 
Approximately  102  concession  contracts  and  375  permits  that  will  expire  on  or 
before  December  31,  1995,  require  renewal. 

121.  Question:  For  the  newly  signed  contracts,  is  there  a  side  by  side 
comparison  by  park  indicating  what  the  park  received  under  the  old  contract 
versus  what  the  park  receives  under  the  new  agreement  (understanding  that  new 
concessionaires  might  be  involved) ? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  maintains  its  concession  contract 
database  on  current  rather  than  historical  information.  Accordingly,  there  is 
no  side-by-side  comparison  by  park  for  each  new  contract.  For  those  contracts 
requiring  Congressional  review,  a  summary  is  prepared  showing  how  the  proposed 
new  contract  has  met  the  objectives  of  recent  concession  reforms. 

122.  Question:  One  of  the  newest  emd  most  controversial  concession 
agreements  in  recent  years  was  the  Yosemite  contract.  Although  the  actual  cash 
fee  was  in  the  vicinity  of  about  5  percent,  the  remainder  is  non-fee  compensation 
or  funds  for  building  improvements.  What  efforts  have  been  made  to  ensure  that 
the  concessioner  (Delaware  North)  is  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  new 
agreement? 

Answer:  Park  staff  is  monitoring  concessioner  operations  and  concessioner 
complieuice  with  the  terms  of  the  new  contract.  Benefits  received  by  the 
Government  in  1994  amounted  to  approximately  21%  of  gross  receipts.  The  various 
aspects  of  the  contract  are  working  well. 
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123.  Question:  Has  the  concessionaire  asked  for  or  received  any 
relaxation  of  any  of  the  terms  in  the  contract?  If  so,  what  has  been  the 
disposition  of  those  rec[uests? 

Answer:  The  contract  itself  has  not  been  altered.  We  have  made  adjustment 
at  the  request  of  both  the  park  and  the  concessioner  in  the  Account  Control 
Procedure.  These  are  principally  intended  to  simplify  the  processing  and 
construction  of  projects  through  Government  Improvement  Account  (GIA)  and  Capitol 
Improvement  Account  (CIA) .  As  part  of  this  simplification,  the  concessioner 
requested  a  flat  rate  for  administrative  cost  reimbursements  for  GIA  and  CIA 
projects.  This  was  denied  in  favor  of  the  original  itemized  and  documented 
costing  method. 

NATIONAL  PARKS  AND  CONSBRVATXON  ASSOCIATION 

NPCA  recommended  a  system  be  developed  to  accurately  measure  park  conditions. 
If  this  system  were  developed  and  updated  on  a  regular  basis  it  would  establish 
a  trend  of  accurate  information  on  the  general  state  of  health  of  the  parks. 
This  system  could  also  be  the  basis  for  establishing  performance  standards  for 
natural,  cultural,  and  historic  resources. 

124:   Question:   What  is  the  status  of  this  effort? 

Answer:  The  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993  requires  that 
performance  measures  be  developed  to  ascertain  agency  results.  The  National  Park 
Service  is  currently  in  the  process  of  developing  performance  measures,  and  will 
be  working  in  prototype  parks  this  coming  summer.  Those  performance  measures 
will  increase  our  knowledge  of  parks,  their  resources  and  their  resource 
conditions . 

125:  Question:  When  the  baseline  data  is  fully  developed,  is  it  the 
intention  of  the  NPS  to  keep  it  accurately  and  routinely  updated? 

Answer:  The  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993  requires  that 
performance  measures  be  developed,  used  and  updated.  Given  the  mission  of  the 
National  Park  Service,  some  of  our  key  performance  measures  will  relate  to 
resource  conditions,  three  of  the  seven  NPS  mission  goals.  Full  baseline  data 
for  all  NPS  resources  would  require  an  enormous  research  workload,  one  that  is 
unrealistic  given  current  fiscal  restraint.  Performance  measures  will  provide 
representative  information  on  resource  conditions. 

WINTER  STORM  DAMAGE  -  SUPPLEMENTAL  REQUESTS 

The  Presidents  FY  1996  budget  included  a  supplemental  request  of  $6.8  million  to 
replenish  accounts  that  were  borrowed  from  to  take  care  of  emergency  repairs. 
I  understand  that  because  of  winter  storms  this  year,  an  additional  request 
approaching  $7  million  may  be  forwarded  to  the  Committee. 

126.  Question:  Should  these  funds  not  be  replenished,  what  will  be  the 
probable  outcome  later  this  year? 

Answer:  If  the  $6.8  million  transferred  last  year  and  other  funds  which 
may  be  transferred  this  year  are  not  replenished  via  supplemental  funding,  the 
National  Park  Service  would  be  forced  to  delay  and  defer  current  construction  and 
land  acquisition  projects.  Lack  of  supplemental  funding  will  therefore  affect 
the  NPS  ability  to  repair  and  protect  important  resources.  However,  we 
understemd  the  importance  of  addressing  current  resource  damage  amd  the  use  of 
section  101  authority  helps  us  do  that. 
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OPBRATZOMS 

The  National  Park  Service  budget  reflects  a  $79.8  million  increase  over  the 
current  appropriated  level.  The  $60  million  proposed  for  basic  park  operations 
will  provide  $17  million  or  2.4  percent  across-the-board  increase  to  all  parks, 
$28  million  will  be  distributed  to  75  special  need  parks. 

127.  Question:  The  budget  contains  an  increase  for  every  unit  large  and 
small.   Has  the  Park  Service  identified  per  unit  the  unmet  operational  needs? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service,  as  part  of  performing  its  budget 
fimction,  maintains  a  data  base  identifying  the  unmet  operational  needs 
individually  by  park.  This  data  base  is  undergoing  constant  revision  and 
analysis,  as  new  responsibilities  are  acquired  or  circumstances  change.  Only 
about  75  park  luiits  are  proposed  to  receive  funding  to  address  specific,  unmet 
high  priority  shortfalls.  Other  parks  which  are  proposed  for  funding  increases 
are  receiving  funds  as  a  result  of  a  proposed  2.4  percent  across-the-board 
increase  provided  to  all  parks.  This  increase  will  allow  parks  to  maintain  level 
services  with  FY  1995  rather  thoui  address  unmet  programmatic  needs. 

128.  Question:  Will  this  increase  of  2.4%  meet  the  backlog  of  operations 
needs?   If  not  what  percentage  will  be  remaining? 

Answer:  The  2.4  percent  is  the  minimum  amount  necessary  to  keep  pace  with 
inflation  and  cover  the  cost  absorptions  which  parks  regularly  face.  The  backlog 
of  "high  priority"  unmet  operational  needs  at  parks  is  currently  estimated  at 
slightly  over  $200  million.  Needs  that  are  also  necessary  but  assigned  a  "lower" 
priority  classification  total  an  additional  $180  to  $200  million.  The  FY  1996 
budget  request  would  address  eibout  $33  million  of  its  high  priority  needs  through 
the  enactment  of  the  Park  Operations  Initiative  ($28.0  million),  the  Resource 
Professionalization  Initiative  ($1.9  million)  and  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Initiative  ($3.0  million),  leaving  approximately  $180  million  in  high  priority 
unmet  needs  at  parks.  This  number  would  be  subject  to  change,  however,  as  new 
facilities  are  constructed,  rehabilitated  or  acquired,  new  parks  are  established, 
new  lands  are  acquired,  and  other  mandates  are  assumed  by  the  National  Park 
Service. 

129.  Question:  If  the  Committee  allocation  is  not  sufficient  to  fund  the 
entire  increase  for  operations,  how  will  you  determine  which  parks  will  receive 
additional  funds? 

Answer:  As  has  been  the  case  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  where  the  Committee 
allocation  was  not  sufficient  to  fund  the  entire  increase  for  operations,  the  NPS 
will  prioritize  its  park  requests  and  allocate  whatever  funding  is  provided 
according  to  these  priorities;  the  Service  would  allocate  full  increases  to  as 
many  parks  as  possible  rather  theui  giving  each  park  a  prorated  share  of  a  reduced 
amount.  In  this  manner,  problems  identified  in  the  budget  request  may  be  better 
addressed. 

130.  Question:  Do  you  have  the  parks  needs  ranked  in  priority  order?  Do 
you  consider  the  smaller  units  needs  as  well  as  the  larger  ones? 

Answer:  The  $28.0  million  in  park  increases  contained  in  the  park 
operations  initiative  are  reuiked  in  Regional  order  at  this  time.  The  budget 
formulation  process  of  the  National  Park  Service  does  not  differentiate  between 
needs  of  smaller  units  and  needs  of  the  larger  parks.  A  small  park  has  as  much 
trouble  meeting  a  shortfall  of  $75,000,  for  example,  as  a  larger  park  would  have 
meeting  a  shortfall  of  $500,000.  High  regional  priorities  were  assigned  for  such 
small  parks  as  Richmond  National  Battlefield  Park,  Ozark  National  Scenic 
Riverway,  Pinnacles  National  Monument,  Timucuan  Ecological  and  Historic  Reserve, 
Natural  Bridges  National  Monument  juid  Amistad  National  Recreational  Area,  as  well 
as  for  large  parks  such  as  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  Yellowstone  National  Park, 
Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  and  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area. 
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131.  Question:  Yearly  visitation  must  be  a  priority  factor  in  determining 
which  units  will  receive  increases.  This  factor  clearly  tips  the  scales  in  favor 
of  larger  units.   How  do  you  balance  the  needs  of  the  smaller  units? 

Answer:  Visitation  is  one  factor  in  determining  priorities,  as  are  several 
other  factors  that  reflect  the  visitor  service  portion  of  the  Service  mission. 
These  include  such  factors  as  the  length  of  visitation  season,  what  programs  are 
currently  available  to  the  visitor,  what  facilities  are  available,  what  kind  of 
park  infrastructure  must  be  maintained,  and  what  the  budget  of  the  park  is 
currently.  The  other  major  factor  in  determining  funding  needs  and  shortfalls 
is  the  other  half  of  the  Service  mission:  resource  protection  and  management. 
Some  "smaller"  parks  may  have  complex  resource  management  issues  which  require 
attention,  even  though  visitation  at  those  smaller  parks  may  be  minimal.  The  NPS 
cautions  against  using  visitation  figures  as  the  only  measure  to  weigh  the 
importance  and  priority  of  budget  increases . 

132.  Question:  There  are  many  units  which  have  significant  backlogs  of 
unmet  operational  needs  yet  the  newer  units  such  as  Presidio  and  the  California 
Desert  Parks  have  basic  requirements  which  drain  the  limited  resources  and  result 
in  more  delays  for  the  previously  existing  units .  When  the  Park  Service 
testifies  before  the  authorizing  committees  on  the  inclusion  of  new  units,  do  you 
consider  the  current  operational  needs  of  existing  units? 

Answer:  Absolutely,  although  we  are  not  going  to  alter  testimony  as  to  the 
merits  and  national  significance  of  potential  new  units  simply  because  the 
backlog  of  the  National  Park  Service  is  large.  We  do,  however,  acknowledge  the 
backlog  issue  and,  whenever  it  is  appropriate,  urge  the  authorizing  committees 
to  consider  alternative  means  of  preservation  other  than  national  park  unit 
designation. 

133.  Question:  There  is  a  $25  million  requested  for  Presidio  ,  $5.2 
million  for  Death  Valley  NP,  $3.2  million  for  Joshua  Tree  NP  and  $2.7  million  for 
the  Mojave  National  Preserve.  Most  of  these  represent  increases.  Realizing  that 
the  committee  allocation  will  be  reduced  from  the  95  enacted  level,  please 
provide  what  the  operational  needs  are  for  these  units. 

Answer:  The  total  FY  1996  request  for  the  four  units  is  $35.9  million,  an 
increase  of  $3.2  million  over  the  FY  1995  enacted  level  of  $32.7  million  for  the 
four  parks .  The  amounts  in  the  budget  represent  the  minimum  necessary  to  operate 
the  four  units  at  the  present  time. 

134.  Question:  Five  million  dollars  is  included  in  the  request  to  begin 
implementation  of  the  NPS ' s  restructuring  plan.  Four  million  dollars  will  be 
used  for  relocation  expenses  for  150  individuals.  I  believe  your  budget 
indicates  that  there  will  be  a  downsizing  from  central  offices  of  300  FTE.  If 
this  is  correct,  are  there  no  relocation  expenses  involved  with  the  other  150 
FTE's? 

Answer:  It  is  not  anticipated  that  every  one  of  the  300  employees  who  are 
part  of  the  central  office  reduction  will  go  to  a  park.  Many  have  and  will  avail 
themselves  of  the  Voluntary  Separation  Incentive,  commonly  referred  to  as  the 
"buyout"  and  separate  from  Federal  service.  Our  best  estimate  is  that  relocation 
costs  will  be  required  for  about  150  employees  who  transfer  their  skills  and 
abilities  to  fill  vacancies  at  park  units. 

135.  Question:  Does  the  Park  Service  have  available  the  total  estimated 
costs  of  the  implementing  the  reorganization  plan?  If  not,  when  might  those 
figures  be  available? 

Answer:  We  do  not  have  an  exact  amount  for  the  total  estimated  costs  to 
implement  the  reorganization  plan  at  this  time,  as  some  of  the  details  of  the 
plan  are  still  being  revised  and  final  decisions  about  the  precise  composition 
and  number  of  employees  in  organizations  such  as  program  centers,  field  director 
offices  and  system  support  offices  are  still  being  made.   Whatever  the  costs  to 
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implement  the  plan  fully  will  be,  they  will  be  included  in  future  budget 
requests,  similar  to  the  beginning  phase  requested  in  FY  1996.  Some  of  the  costs 
of  the  new  organization  can  be  accommodated  within  the  savings  generated  from 
downsizing,  and  we  are  determined  to  minimize  all  costs  attributable  to 
reorganization  and  downsizing,  consistent  with  Subcommittee  direction  in  the 
approval  of  the  reorganization  reprogramming  letter.  As  an  example,  the  FY  1996 
budget  request  for  just  our  operating  account  has  assumed  savings  of  $9.6  million 
due  to  dovnfisizing. 

136.  Question:  $1  million  of  the  $5  million  will  be  used  for  management 
retraining,  improved  information  management  utilization  and  expanded  ADP  end  user 
administrative  support.  Can  you  provide  the  committee  with  specifics  on  each  of 
these  items,  give  specific  amounts  for  each  and  indicate  any  additional  outyear 
costs? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI)  has  developed  software  tools 
for  use  at  our  national  parks  (and  throughout  the  Department)  that  will  improve 
the  productivity  of  our  accounting,  contracting,  procurement  and  personnel 
functions.  However,  these  tools  cannot  help  free  more  resources  for  visitor 
support  if  the  park  staff  that  uses  the  software  have  not  received  adequate 
training,  or  do  not  have  the  modem  personal  computers  and  telecommunications 
technology  needed  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  the  new  programs .  The  new 
Departmental  systems  are  designed  to  move  administrative  processing  fvinctions  and 
decision-making  to  much  lower  levels  of  management  and  to  field  managers  instead 
of  central  offices.  In  the  National  Park  Service,  more  than  amy  other  Interior 
bureau,  these  managers  are  located  at  hundreds  of  remote  locations.  The  NPS 
needs  to  expand  its  telecommunications  capabilities  to  these  field  sites  in  order 
to  maximize  use  of  the  DOI  programs,  expand  user  access  and  realize  over  the  long 
run  the  savings  envisioned  by  this  development. 

With  the  ongoing  streamlining  of  employees  and  functions  in  central  offices, 
field  units  will  have  more  autonomy  and  must  have  access  and  be  able  to  use  these 
modem  administrative  systems.  The  $1.0  million  funding  increase  will  be  used 
as  follows:  approximately  $500,000  will  be  used  to  adapt  the  DOI  systems  for  NPS 
use  at  remote  and  widely  distributed  geographic  locations.  This  funding  will 
also  be  used  to  develop  training  materials  that  are  specific  to  requirements  of 
the  National  Park  Service;  $300,000  will  be  used  to  install  and  upgrade 
information  meuiagement  capabilities  at  a  number  of  parks  to  implement  the  newly 
developed  personnel ,  procurement,  property  management ,  accounting  and  contracting 
systems  technology;  and  $200,000  will  be  used  to  provide  upgraded 
telecommunication  lines  at  most  remote  park  locations. 

The  NPS  is  in  the  process  of  installing  DOINET  and  Internet  connections  at  as 
many  sites  as  possible.  This  funding  will  enable  connections  at  sites  that  need 
and  can  utilize  the  new  personnel  system  eind  other  administrative  program 
technology.  After  the  initial  startup  investment,  approximately  $200,000  per 
year  would  be  needed  to  continue  management  and  other  employee  training  cind  to 
maintain  the  investment  in  equipment  and  telecommunications  infrastructure. 

137.  Question:   Can  you  prioritize  each  of  the  above? 

Answer:  The  $500,000  to  adapt  the  DOI  systems  for  NPS  is  the  highest 
priority,  followed  by  the  $200,000  for  providing  upgraded  telecommunication  lines 
at  remote  park  locations,  and  finally  the  $300,000  to  install  and  upgrade 
information  mauiagement  capabilities  at  parks  to  implement  the  various  systems. 
As  with  most  items  connected  with  telecommunications  cuid  automation,  all  of  these 
areas  are  crucial  to  operating  more  efficiently  in  a  downsized  and  reengineered 
government . 

138.  Question:  There  is  a  program  increase  of  $3.5  million  to  address  the 
backlog  of  Servicewide  training  needs.  If  the  allocation  is  signif icemtly  below 
the  President's  request,  how  would  training  rank  in  importance? 
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Answer:  Training  is  one  of  the  NPS's  highest  operating  priorities  for  FY 
1996.  While  absolute  priorities  have  not  been  established,  the  training 
initiative  is  crucial  to  the  reorganization  and  downsizing  efforts,  along  with 
park  operations,  relocation  costs,  the  inventorying  and  monitoring  program,  the 
resource  professionalization  initiative,  financial  management  improvements,  the 
South  Florida  and  air  quality  programs  and  all  uncontrollable  costs  such  as  the 
pay  increase  and  payments  to  other  agencies . 

139.  Question:  What  would  be  the  minimal  amount  necessary  to  continue  the 
new  training  initiative? 

Answer:  The  $3.5  million  fiscal  year  1996  funding  request  represents  the 
first  installment  toward  meeting  the  identified  training  needs  as  determined  in 
the  recently  approved  NPS  Training  &  Development  Strategy.  The  funding  is  of 
critical  importance  in  assisting  the  Service  as  it  retrains  its  workforce  for  a 
streamlined  and  reengineered  organization.  All  supervisors  and  managers  will  be 
trained  to  improve  their  human  resource  management  skills  and  cost-saving  program 
techniques.  The  funding  assures  establishment  of  an  alternative  education  unit 
to  produce  a  low  cost  and  effective  correspondence  course  and  audio-visual 
training  products  for  all  employees.  It  also  allows  for  the  creation  and 
delivery  of  a  minimum  of  50  training  courses  in  support  of  essential  career  field 
competency  training  in  order  to  manage  park  resources  more  effectively.  A 
reduced  funding  level  of  $2.5  million  would  allow  the  initiative  to  continue  but 
would  diminish  the  Service's  ability  to  manage  the  transition  process 
effectively. 

14  0.  Question:  What  process  is  in  place  to  determine  which  Park  Service 
employees  receive  training? 

Answer:  Essential  career  competencies  in  all  sixteen  major  career  fields 
are  now  being  developed  and  will  be  implemented  by  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year 
1996.  Programs  would  be  provided  for  the  highest  priority  needs  in  each  career 
field,  assuring  that  the  greatest  needs  of  all  employees  would  start  to  be  met. 
Merit  factors  as  well  as  competency  needs  within  the  organization  are  used  to 
determine  selection  of  employees  for  training. 

141.  Question:  What  are  the  estimated  total  costs  of  fully  implementing 
the  training  program? 

Answer:  To  implement  the  new  training  initiative  fully  and  to  provide 
necessary  training  for  all  permanent  and  seasonal  employees  will  require 
approximately  3  percent  of  our  personal  services  base  budget.  Currently,  this 
would  equate  to  approximately  $20.0  million.  This  3  percent  goal  will  be 
achieved  incrementally  over  a  10-year  period.  At  the  end  of  10  years  the  3 
percent  level  will  become  the  ongoing  base  allocation  for  training  in  the 
National  Park  Service  in  conformance  with  standard  industry  practices.  This 
funding  level  could  be  reduced  downward  in  out-years  by  the  institution  of  new 
technologies.  By  FY  2005,  the  goal  is  to  meet  total  training  needs  with  80 
percent  of  the  training  being  presented  by  new  technology  at  park  sites  and  by 
contract  (eliminating  travel  and  per  diem  costs  for  attendees) ,  and  with  20 
percent  of  training  at  formal  training  courses  in  training  centers. 

GB06RAPHZC  INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 

142.  Question:  There  is  a  $1  million  increase  for  geographic  information 
systems.  How  critical  is  this  increase?  What  work  will  be  delayed  if  the 
increase  is  not  provided? 
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Answer:  The  funding  is  absolutely  critical  to  Servicewide  Geographic 
Information  System  (GIS)  implementation.  By  the  end  of  FY  1995,  the  Associate 
Director,  Natural  Resources  will  issue  a  call  for  proposals  for  the 
implementation  of  GIS  Support  Centers  and  support  via  cooperative  agreements  with 
various  Cooperative  Park  (CPSUs)  and  associated  states  and  communities.  With  the 
FY  1996  funding,  we  would  set  up  a  University  based  network  for  Servicewide  GIS 
Support . 

If  the  funding  is  unavailable,  we  will  be  unable  to  implement  these  technical 
support  centers /network  and  therefore  it  will  be  difficult  to  build  GIS  databases 
for  parks  and  utilize  data  for  about  40  parks  which  we  recently  obtained  via  a 
$1  million  cooperative  agreement  with  the  US  Geological  Survey.  Technical 
support  for  park  GIS  operations  will  remain  at  minimal  or  nonexistent  levels. 
Also  the  NPS  will  not  be  able  to  fully  comply  with  Executive  Order  12906  which 
requires  that  we  document  and  make  our  spatial  data  available  over  the  internet. 

NATIONAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

143.  Question:  $1.8  million  increase  is  provided  for  the  National  Service 
Corps  program.  While  this  program  may  have  merit,  it  is  not  considered  a  primary 
mission  or  responsibility  of  the  NPS.  Would  you  agree  that  providing  increases 
to  base  operating  accounts  and  reducing  backlogs  of  critical  maintenance  and 
construction  needs  would  be  a  much  greater  priority  than  providing  funds  for  this 
program?  If  you  disagree,  please  give  specific  rationale  as  to  why  this  is  a 
higher  priority  than  operations  or  critical  maintenance? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  is  dedicated  to  conserving  unimpaired 
the  natural  and  cultural  resources  and  values  of  the  National  Park  System  for  the 
enjoyment,  education,  and  inspiration  of  this  and  future  generations.  National 
Service  Corps  projects  are  completely  integrated  into  the  resources  protection 
and  management  portion  of  the  NPS  mission.  The  National  Park  Service  believes 
that  the  FY  1996  President's  request  provides  sufficient  funds  to  establish  the 
National  Service  Corps,  to  enhance  park  base  operating  accounts  and  to  address 
the  maintenance  backlog,  even  when  considered  in  light  of  severe  budgetary 
constraints.  Funding  some  portion  of  the  National  Service  Corps  proposal  would 
be  a  higher  priority  than  a  number  of  items  also  included  in  the  President's 
request,  should  reductions  become  necessary. 

144.  Question:  There  were  no  specific  projects  identified  in  your  budget 
on  which  these  young  people  would  be  working.   Can  you  explain  this? 

Answer:  The  National  Service  Corps  projects  will  be  a  continuation  of 
those  begun  in  FY  1995  in  the  Everglades  and  Rio  Grande  ecosystems.  They  will 
include  baseline  inventories,  contaminant  monitoring,  wetland  restoration, 
hydrology  studies,  bird  studies  and  bird  counts,  aquatic  studies,  ecosystem 
education,  environmental  education,  mapping,  specimen  collection,  scientific  data 
compilation,  amd  other  environmental  and  conservation  tasks  and  activities.  Corp 
members  will  also  provide  valuable  community  outreach  in  the  form  of 
environmental  education  designed  to  educate  local  citizens  about  the  need  for  and 
value  of  protecting  the  environment. 

145.  Question:  There  is  a  $3.2  million  increase  for  the  fifth  year  of  a 
multi-year  program  to  acquire  basic  park  inventory  data.  This  would  seem  to  be 
a  high  priority.   Would  you  agree? 

Answer:  The  multi-year  program  to  acquire  basic  park  resource  inventory 
data  is  a  high  priority  and  represents  a  major  commitment  by  the  National  Park 
Service  (NPS)  towards  implementation  of  recommendations  included  in  the  Vail 
Agenda,  the  National  Research  Council  Report,  "Science  in  the  National  Parks," 
and  most  recently  in  the  report  of  the  NPS  Advisory  Board,  "Science  in  the  Parks 
II."  All  of  these  efforts  have  pointed  out  the  critical  need  for  the  NPS  to 
acquire  sound  scientific  information  about  the  nature  and  condition  of  the 
natural  resources  in  the  parks  and  to  incorporate  that  information  into 
managerial  decision-making  and  resource  protection  efforts.    Without  such 
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information,  it  will  be  impossible  for  the  NPS  to  provide  the  level  of  resource 
stewardship  and  protection  mandated  by  Congress. 

Partly  in  response  to  those  earlier  works,  the  NPS  Executive  Leadership  in  1994 
voted  the  acquisition  of  basic  resource  data  for  the  parks  as  the  top  priority 
of  some  75  to  80  major  Servicewide  reforms  identified  in  the  Vail  Agenda. 

146.  Question:   How  much  progress  has  been  made? 

Answer:  Progress  varies  considerably  according  to  the  type  of  inventory. 
For  example,  by  the  end  of  FY  1995,  bibliographic  data  will  have  been  compiled 
for  181  parks,  base  cartographic  data  projects  will  be  completed  for  81  parks, 
water  quality  baseline  data  will  have  been  collected  for  254  parks,  and  soil 
mapping  projects  are  expected  to  be  completed  for  9  parks.  However,  a  number  of 
other  critical  inventories  (such  as  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and 
geologic  hazards)  have  not  been  initiated.  Overall,  only  about  14  percent  of 
the  total  effort  has  been  funded. 

147.  Question:   How  much  longer  will  it  take  to  complete? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  implemented  the  Servicewide  inventory 
and  monitoring  effort  in  FY  1992  and  planned  to  complete  data  acquisition  for  all 
natural  resource  parks  over  a  period  of  10  years.  However,  during  the  first  four 
years,  the  program  has  received  only  about  63  percent  of  the  funding  originally 
sought,  in  accordance  with  the  inventory  and  monitoring  plan.  If  funding 
continues  at  that  level,  completion  of  the  program  will  require  an  additional  12 
years  for  a  total  of  16  years. 

148.  Question:  What  type  of  data  is  collected  and  what  is  its  practical 
use? 

Answer:  There  are  12  basic  data  sets  that  were  determined  by  a  panel  of 
NPS  scientists  and  managers  to  be  the  most  basic  required  to  manage  park 
resources  appropriately.  There  is  a  general  need  to  know  what  resources  are  in 
a  park  to  be  able  to  protect  and  preserve  them,  as  well  as  specific  needs  for 
information  to  provide  for  visitor  services.  For  example,  a  level  IV  soil  survey 
provides  information  on  soil  characteristics  that  helps  with  vegetation  mapping, 
which  in  turn  not  only  gives  information  about  the  plant  communities  within  a 
park,  but  also  about  habitat  and  probable  location  of  animal  populations  and 
important  food  sources.  Digital  vegetation  maps  have  been  used  to  target  analyze 
fire  hazards,  bear-human  conflict  areas,  and  many  other  significant  management 
concerns.  The  soils  maps  also  provide  information  useful  in  locating  trails, 
campgrounds,  and  other  facilities  which- -unlike  major  structures- -might  not  be 
subject  to  site-specific  soil  analysis  prior  to  construction.  The  soil 
characterization  is  important  to  protect  resources  from  erosion  and  to  protect 
visitors  from  hazards  such  as  landslides.  Another  example,  and  probably  one  of 
the  most  useful  portions  of  the  inventory  effort,  is  automating  bibliographies 
of  studies  and  information  about  park  resources.  This  allows  park  managers  to 
access  available  information  and  prevents  wasteful  duplication  of  effort.  In 
addition  to  the  soil  surveys,  automated  bibliographic  databases,  and  vegetation 
mapping  (the  latter  accomplished  in  cooperation  with  National  Biological 
Service),  other  inventories  include:  identification  of  what  vascular  plants, 
vertebrates,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  non- vascular  plants  and 
invertebrates,  and  other  species  of  special  concern  are  present  in  a  particular 
park,  as  well  as  the  distribution  of  species  of  special  concern;  digital 
cartographic  data  (such  as  elevation  and  roads) ;  location  of  water  bodies;  water 
quality  use  classifications  and  basic  water  chemistry  for  key  water  bodies; 
identification  of  nearest  air  quality  monitoring  stations  and  sources;  list  of 
air  quality-related  values  and  visibility  goal;  basic  precipitation;  and  basic 
meteorological  data. 

All  of  these  data  have  implications  for  protecting  resource  values  and  for 
providing  for  visitor  use  and  enjoyment  of  park  resources. 
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149.  Question:  A  $500,000  increase  is  included  for  the  Department's 
Museum  Property  Program  to  address  a  material  weakness  in  the  accountability  and 
control  over  museum  property  and  to  initiate  efforts  to  assist  museums  in 
managing  collections.   How  important  is  this  effort? 

Answer:  Lack  of  accountability  for  museum  property  is  reported  among  the 
top  four  Department  of  the  Interior  material  weaknesses  in  the  Secretary's 
Federal  Managers  Financial  Integrity  Act  1994  report  to  the  President  and 
Congress .  This  level  of  importance  is  due  to  the  irreplaceable  nature  of  museum 
property  including  valuable  art,  ethnographic  artifacts,  and  history  objects  and 
documents  basic  to  understanding  Tribal  and  United  States  cultural  development, 
natural  history  specimens,  and  millions  of  archeological  artifacts  from  sites 

impacted  by  Federal  projects.  These  national  treasures  are  held  in  750 
Department  of  the  Interior  facilities  and  400  non-Federal  institutions 
distributed  among  all  50  states.  Only  a  few  of  these  locations  currently  meet 
professional  standards  for  long-term  care  of  collections. 

150.  Question:  What  has  been  accomplished  to  date  and  when  do  you 
anticipate  completing  this  program? 

Answer:  The  Interior  Museum  Property  Program  (IMP)  has  obtained 
Departmentwide  base-line  data  and  initiated  a  strategic  plan  to  eliminate  this 
material  weakness  in  all  bureaus  by  2013.  In  a  1991  survey  conducted  by  IMP,  the 
DOI  bureaus  identified  38  million  museum  objects  and  12,000  linear  feet  of 
archival  documents  in  bureau  facilities.  An  additional  32  million  DOI  objects 
were  identified  in  nonFederal  institutions.  Through  an  interagency  Federal 
collections  working  group  with  representatives  from  34  Federal  agencies,  the  IMP 
conducted  a  national  survey  of  museums  in  1994  that  located  26  million  Federally- 
associated  museum  objects. 

Departmentwide  policies  and  standards  for  managing  these  collections  were 
published  in  the  Departmental  Manual  January  8,  1993.  In  1992,  all  DOI  units 
holding  museum  property  conducted  a  formal  self -assessment  comparing  current 
conditions  with  proposed  Departmental  standards  for  documenting,  preserving  and 
protecting  museum  property  collections.  By  1994,  all  units  had  drafted  scope  of 
collections  statements  that  describe  current  holdings  and  restrict  the  scope  of 
future  acquisitions  of  museum  property.  The  IMP  promotes  consistent  Federal 
collections  management  policies,  and  provides  training  to  several  dozen 
curatorial  staff  each  year  (55  in  1994  and  34  in  1995) .  These  individuals,  in 
turn,  train  others  in  their  bureaus.  Each  year,  the  IMP  responds  to  several 
hundred  requests  for  technical  assistance. 

In  1994,  all  DOI  bureaus  used  surveys,  scope  of  collection  statements,  and  self- 
assessment  data  to  develop  accurate  bureau-specific  plans  for  meeting 
Departmental  standards.  Small  bureaus  reported  they  can  meet  standards  by  2002, 
and  large  bureaus  can  meet  standards  by  2013  if  funding  is  available.  Ongoing 
IMP  training,  technical  assistance,  data  management  and  oversight  are  needed  to 
help  bureaus  meet  program  accountability  goals  identified  in  their  implementation 
plans . 

151.  Question:  There  is  a  $500,000  increase  for  Wilderness  Protection. 
The  Park  Service  is  the  manager  of  the  largest  portion  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.  Over  43%  of  NPS  lands  is  designated  wilderness.  Is  there 
currently  a  program  for  managing  wilderness  areas? 

Answer:  There  is  currently  no  specific  program  which  addresses,  in  any 
unified  way,  wilderness  or  backcountry  management  issues  or  the  needs  of 
wilderness  areas  of  the  National  Park  System.  Although  over  three-quarters  of 
the  National  Park  System  is  comprised  of  lands  that  are  designated  wilderness  or 
backcountry  areas,  programs  for  frontcountry  needs  tend  to  take  precedence  over 
backcountry  needs . 
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152.  Question:  What  has  been  the  effect  of  not  having  such  a  program  in 
place? 

Answer:  The  effect  of  not  having  a  program  that  addresses  wilderness  and 
backcountry  management  issues  has  been  either  a  haphazard  approach  to  dealing 
with  management  problems  or  a  tendency  to  ignore  the  problems.  It  has  meant 
limited  and  sporadic  guidance,  advice,  or  technical  support  to  parks  on  how  to 
handle  their  wilderness  and  backcountry  management  issues.  It  has  diminished 
opportunities  of  interagency  cooperation  and  information  sharing  on  these  issues 
and  has  meant  that  no  NPS  training  on  wilderness  and  backcountry  management  has 
been  available  to  field  officers  and  staff.  There  is  little  ability  to  work  on 
issues  or  concerns  systematically  with  field  units  or  the  private  sector.  For 
example,  the  enormous  problem  of  dealing  with  human  waste  and  other  recreational 
impacts  has  been  largely  ignored  in  many  areas;  differences  in  permit  systems 
between  the  land  msuiagement  agencies  has  been  confusing  and  troublesome  to  the 
private  sector. 

153.  Question:  Does  the  NPS  cooperate  with  other  land  management  agencies 
on  wilderness  management? 

Answer:  In  the  past,  cooperation  has  been  very  much  on  an  ad  hoc  basis. 
Recently,  however,  NPS  signed  agreements  with  the  other  land  management  agencies 
to  cooperate  in  the  following  areas:  1)  the  Aldo  Leopold  Wilderness  Research 
Institute;  2)  the  Arthur  Carhart  Wilderness  Training  Center;  and  3)  a  national 
Leave  No  Trace  program  that  would  also  involve  the  private  sector.  The  increase 
requested  for  FY  1996  for  Wilderness  Protection  would  provide  the  funding  to 
implement  these  arrangements . 

154.  Question:  What  is  the  potential  impact  to  resources  of  aircraft 
overflights? 

Answer;  The  potential  impacts  of  low-level  aircraft  on  units  of  the 
National  Park  System  were  addressed  in  an  extensive  report  that  was  transmitted 
to  Congress  in  October,  1994.  The  potential  problems  range  from  speech 
interference;  serious  levels  of  visitor  and  staff  annoyance;  effects  on  wildlife; 
effects  on  cultural  or  religious  ceremonies,  settings,  or  resources;  effects  on 
the  natural  quiet  of  solitude;  and  safety.  Moreover,  these  problems  tend  to 
overlap.  For  example,  the  Statue  of  Liberty  has  had  overflight  problems  where 
safety  and  annoyance  have  been  major  concerns;  religious  ceremony  and  human  and 
wildlife  disturbance  are  concerns  at  parks  in  Hawaii;  and  wildlife  disturbance 
and  annoyance  are  issues  at  Glacier  National  Park.  The  NPS  is  currently  working 
closely  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  clarify  the  nature  of 
these  impacts  and  define  when  FAA  intervention  is  required. 

155.  What  percentage  of  the  known  problem  is  military  planes  versus 
commercial? 

Answer:  Twenty  percent  or  less  of  the  known  problem  is  with  military 
overflights,  and  that  problem  has  been  lessening  in  recent  years;  the  biggest  and 
most  immediate  problem  is  with  low-level  commercial  sightseeing  tour  overflights. 
NPS  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  are  working  closely  to  address  NPS  concerns  in  the 
Yukon-Charley  Rivers  National  Preserve,  the  location  of  the  most  active  military 
overflight  concern  in  the  National  Park  System. 

VISITOR  SERVICES/MAINTENANCE 

The  budget  allows  for  an  additional  $28  million  and  242  FTE's  for  operations  at 
75  selected  parks  to  address  and  correct  more  complex  budgetary  problems. 

156.  Question:  What  criteria  was  used  to  determine  which  parks  qualified 
for  this  extra  funding? 
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Answer:  The  fiscal  year  1996  proposed  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service 
includes  a  number  of  programmatic  increases  which  represent  the  needs  of  the 
system  as  a  whole,  including  a  2.4%  across-the-board  increase  to  every  unit  to 
address  the  effects  of  inflation  and  other  factors.  In  addition,  the  budget 
includes  a  group  of  operating  increases  for  individual  park  units  to  address 
unique  needs  at  those  specific  parks.  The  development  of  this  list  of  specific 
increases  began  at  the  individual  unit  level.  Using  a  computerized  data  program, 
the  Superintendent  and  the  park  staff  prepare  and  prioritize  a  number  of  increase 
requests  representing  the  needs  of  the  vmit  as  they  see  them.  These  requests  are 
then  forwarded  to  the  Regional  Offices  where  they  are  reviewed  both  by  senior 
management  and  by  the  professional  staff  to  insure  their  appropriateness  and  the 
accuracy  of  the  included  information.  The  Regional  Offices  then  prioritize  the 
requests  for  their  Regions  and  forward  the  prioritized  and  amended  requests  to 
the  Washington  Office.  At  the  Washington  Office  the  requests  are  again  reviewed 
for  appropriateness  and  for  consistency  with  Servicewide  policies,  and  are 
consolidated  into  one  group,  taking  into  account  several  factors,  including  the 
Regional  priorities,  Servicewide  themes  and  initiatives,  and  the  overall  needs 
of  the  parks  and  the  National  Park  Service. 

157.  Question:   Were  the  needs  of  smaller  parks  considered? 

Answer:  Base  operating  increases  were  requested  for  a  total  of  75  units. 
Of  these  75  units,  the  base  budgets  of  33  are  less  than  $1  million  and  22  are 
between  $1  million  and  $2  million.  Of  the  20  remaining,  11  have  base  budgets 
which  are  over  $5  million. 

158.  Question:   How  many  new  vmits  qualified? 

Answer:  Funding  increases  are  included  for  12  new  areas  in  the  1996 
proposed  budget.  These  are  Brown  v  Board  of  Education  NHS,  Cane  River  Creole 
NHP&NHA,  City  of  Rocks  NRes,  Haggerman  Fossil  Beds  NM,  Jimmy  Carter  NHS,  Keweenaw 
NHP,  Lower  Mississippi  Delta,  Mojave  NPres,  New  Orleans  Jazz  NHP,  Petroglyph  NM, 
Salt  River  Bay  NHP&EPres  and  Timucuan  E&HPres.  In  addition,  funds  are  requested 
for  the  initial  operations  at  the  new  Korean  War  Veterans  Memorial  on  the  mall, 
which  although  it  is  part  of  the  existing  National  Capital  Parks  -  Central  \init 
of  the  National  Park  Service,  is  an  entirely  new  memorial. 

159.  Question:  How  did  you  balance  the  needs  of  previously  existing  parks 
against  the  needs  of  newer  units? 

Answer:  At  the  Regional  level,  requests  for  both  new  and  existing  parks 
are  ranked  against  each  other  with  regard  to  their  potential  benefits  if  they  are 
funded  and  the  resultant  consequences  if  they  are  not.  Each  increase  is  judged 
individually,  and  such  factors  as  the  number  of  visitors  to  be  served,  the 
imminence  of  a  threat  to  the  park's  resource,  the  availability  of  alternate 
experiences  or  facilities  and  the  general  urgency  of  the  need  all  help  to 
determine  the  priority  of  each  request . 

160.  How  many  parks  were  included  because  of  boxindary  expansions  or  land 
acquisition? 

Answer:  Other  than  the  new  areas  listed  above,  three  units  received 
increases  which  were  driven  by  boundary  expansions  or  land  acquisition.  These 
were  Death  Valley  NM  and  Joshua  NM,  both  of  which  were  increased  in  size  as  a 
part  of  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  of  1994,  and  Gateway  NRA  which  has 
been  given  responsibility  for  a  portion  of  the  recently  decommissioned  Fort 
Wadsworth  on  Staten  Island. 

161.  Question:  Where  construction  or  rehabilitation  of  structures,  roads 
or  utility  needs  were  a  factor,  how  meuiy  of  these  parks  rsmked  highest  on  your 
priority  of  backlogs  list? 


771 


Answer:  The  construction  backlog  is  entirely  separate  from  this  request, 
which  is  limited  to  operational  needs.  However,  funds  for  8  of  the  parks  are 
recpaested  because  of  the  opening  of  new  facilities  including  new  visitor  centers 
at  Hagermsin  Fossil  Beds  MM,  Jimmy  Carter  NHS,  Salem  Maritime  NHS  and  Women's 
Rights  NHP;  a  new  administrative  facility  at  Ozark  NSR;  new  trails  at  Cuyahoga 
NRA;  and  new  campgrounds  at  Indiana  Dunes  NL  and  Sleeping  Bear  Dunes  NL. 

162.  Question:   Were  these  projects  of  a  health  and  safety  nature? 

Answer:  None  of  the  construction  projects  for  new  facilities  related 
specifically  to  health  and  safety  issues.  Health  and  safety  issues  were  the 
primary  concern  for  the  operating  increases  requested  at  Bryce  Canyon  NP  and 
George  Washington  Carver  NM. 

163.  Question:  Nearly  16%  of  these  funds  would  be  used  for  concerns  at 
parks  affected  by  the  1996  Summer  Olympics  in  Atlanta  or  other  parks  experiencing 
increased  visitation  patterns.  What  percentage  will  be  used  for  the  Atlanta 
projects  and  what  types  of  projects  would  be  included? 

Answer:  Of  the  $28.0  million  requested  for  the  Park  Operations  Initiative, 
about  $1.0  million,  or  slightly  more  than  3  percent  relates  to  the  increased 
responsibilities  and  visitation  anticipated  with  the  1996  Summer  Olympics.  In 
the  immediate  Atlanta  area  the  funding  requests  are  as  follows: 

Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  National  Historic  Site  -  $500,000.  This  increase  would 
be  used  to  provide  increased  patrol  and  resource  protection  activity,  sufficient 
coverage  for  visitor  information  requests  and  an  enhanced  level  of  visitor  and 
resource  protection,  grounds  aind  facility  maintenance. 

Chattahoochee  River  National  Recreation  Area  -  $175,000.  This  increase  would  be 
used  to  support  increased  visitor  services  and  facility  maintenance  during  the 
period  of  heaviest  visitation,  and  allow  the  visitor  contact  stations  to  handle 
the  increased  demand. 

Kennesaw  Mountain  National  Battlefield  Park  -  $100,000.  This  funding  increase 
would  provide  for  additional  interpretation  such  as  living  history  programs,  as 
well  as  multi-lingual  educational  materials  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  mix 
of  international  visitors.  Visitor  center  hours  would  be  extended  an  additional 
two  hours  daily  during  the  period  of  highest  visitation.  Visitor  protection 
patrols  would  be  increased  from  the  current  schedule  of  7:30  a.m.  to  7:30  p.m. 
to  twenty- four  hours  a  day  during  the  Olympics. 

In  addition,  requests  for  Olympic-related  activities  in  parks  outside  the 
immediate  Atlanta  area  include  the  following: 

Chickamauga  and  Chattanooga  National  Military  Park  -  $100,000.  Chickamauga  and 
Chattanooga  National  Military  Park  is  located  at  major  interstate  confluence 
within  a  2 -hour  drive  of  the  site  of  the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Games.  With  17  park 
units  located  throughout  the  greater  metropolitan  Chattanooga/North  Georgia  area, 
the  park  expects  an  increase  in  annual  visitation  from  the  current  1  million  to 
1.3  million  due  to  the  Olympics.  Requested  funding  would  enable  the  park  to 
provide  protection  of  park  resources  and  visitors  through  additional  daytime 
patrols,  and  enhance  the  visitor  experience  through  additional  interpretive 
programs  and  staffing  in  contact  stations.  Visitor  center  hours  would  be 
extended  from  the  regular  June  through  August  schedule  of  8  a.m.  to  6  p.m.  to  a 
May  through  August  schedule  of  7:30  a.m.  to  8:30  p.m.  This  increase  would  also 
provide  administrative  support  to  assist  during  the  period  of  increased 
visitation,  and  ensure  adequate  maintenance,  including  litter  pickup,  mowing,  auid 
custodial  services . 
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Fort  Pulaski  National  Monument  -  $32,000.  Savcuinah  will  be  the  site  for  sailing 
smd  beach  volleyball  events  during  the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Games.  The  park  is 
located  within  2  miles  of  the  Olympic  Village  and  international  visitation  during 
the  summer  months  is  expected  to  increase  significantly.  This  increase  is  needed 
to  provide  additional  assistance  in  programs  such  as  fee  collection,  visitor  and 
resource  protection,  groiinds  and  facility  maintenance,  and  interpretation  during 
the  period  of  heavy  visitation. 

Ocmulgee  National  Monument  -  $40,000.  Ocmulgee  National  Monument  anticipates  a 
30  per  cent  increase  in  visitation  for  the  six-week  period  of  the  1996  Summer 
Olympic  Games  in  Atlanta,  Georgia.  This  funding  would  be  used  to  provide 
additional  maintenance,  visitor  protection  and  interpretation.  Local  community 
leaders  are  making  a  major  effort  to  market  Macon  during  the  Olympics  and  expect 
the  park  to  play  a  leading  role  as  one  of  the  city's  major  attractions. 

164.  Question:  Are  the  75  projects  listed  under  this  initiative  ranked 
in  priority  order? 

Answer:  The  specific  increases  are  not  ranked  in  priority  order,  but 
rather  presented  alphabetically  in  the  Budget  Justifications.  They  represent, 
as  a  group,  the  highest  priority  operating  needs  of  the  National  Park  Service  as 
determined  by  the  Service  euid  the  Department . 

165.  Question:  Does  this  budget  provide  adequate  funding  for  seasonal 
employees?   If  not,  what  is  considered  to  be  an  adequate  level? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  has  identified  an  additional  200  FTE  for 
seasonal  employment  throughout  the  system  and  these  FTE,  together  with  a  base  of 
200  seasonal  FTE  allocated  to  the  parks  in  FY  1995,  will  be  managed  centrally  to 
maximize  the  use  of  the  seasonal  program.  In  particular,  the  recent  legislation 
which  allows  the  Service  to  retain  up  to  15  percent  of  its  entrance  fees  for  the 
purpose  of  collecting  fees  is  being  hindered  in  some  places  by  the  inability  of 
parks  to  hire  additional  fee  collectors  because  of  FTE  restraints;  a  large 
portion  of  the  centrally-managed  seasonal  program  will  go  towards  this  activity. 

In  general,  it  is  the  seasonal  program  of  the  NPS  which  suffers  when  costs  must 
be  absorbed,  due  primarily  to  the  full  cost  of  approved  Federal  pay  raises  not 
being  appropriated.  In  FY  1996,  however,  the  request  includes  a  2.4%  increase 
for  every  park.  Approval  of  this  request,  plus  full  funding  for  pay  increases, 
would  allow  sufficient  funds  for  the  seasonal  programs  in  FY  1996. 

166.  Question:  What  are  the  particular  special  needs  for  the  following 
parks:  Booker  T.  Washington  NM,  Cane  River  Creole  National  Historical  Park, 
Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area,  Fort  Clatsop  National  Memorial,  George 
Washington's  Birthplace,  George  Washington  Carver's  Birthplace,  Jimmy  Carter 
National  Historic  Site,  Morristown  National  Historical  Park,  Ocmulgee  National 
Monument.   Please  give  the  annual  visitation  for  each. 

Answer:  As  is  stated  in  the  Budget  Justifications,  the  specific  needs  and 
visitation  (in  parentheses)  for  these  parks  is  as  follows: 

Booker  T.  Washington  National  Monument  (25,849) : 

The  funding  would  provide  for  an  increase  in  interpretive  programs,  an  upgraded 
Living  History  program,  and  the  development  of  a  land  protection  program. 
Although  the  park  is  the  local  schools'  main  contact  for  black  history,  its 
Living  History  program  lacks  authentic  materials  with  which  to  accurately 
interpret  the  site.  The  increase  would  provide  training  for  those  interpreters 
conducting  the  Living  History  program,  and  enable  the  purchase  of  supplies, 
equipment,  and  livestock  authentic  to  the  period,  to  ensure  accurate 
interpretation  of  the  cultural  landscape.  Currently  the  park  is  surrounded  by 
prime  farmlands ,  which  are  an  important,  part  of  the  historic  scene  and  ambiance . 
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However,  many  of  these  farmlands  are  being  purchased  for  commercial  development, 
as  was  a  nearby  lake,  which  was  developed  into  a  resort.  The  land  protection 
program  would  produce  plans  with  alternatives  for  the  protection  of  the 
surrounding  views . 

Cane  River  Creole  National  Historical  Park  and  National  Heritage  Area  (N/A) ; 
Public  Law  103-449,  enacted  November  2,  1994,  established  the  Cane  River  Creole 
National  Historical  Park  and  National  Heritage  Area  and  a  19-member  Commission. 
The  park  includes  the  Oakland  Plantation,  the  outbuildings  of  Magnolia  Plantation 
and  not  more  than  10-acres  of  land  designated  as  the  site  of  an  interpretive 
visitor  center  complex.  The  funding  would  be  used  to  activate  initial 
operations,  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  Heritage  Area  Commission,  and 
complete  park  planning  documents  including  a  Statement  for  Management,  Land 
Protection  Plan  and  Heritage  Area  Management  Plan.  In  addition,  the  increase 
would  permit  the  National  Park  Service  to  provide  limited  technical  assistance 
and  work  in  partnership  with  the  State  of  Louisiana,  the  City  of  Natchitoches  and 
other  local  communities,  preservation  organizations,  private  landowners  and 
orgainizations  involved  in  the  preservation  and  interpretation  of  the  Cane  River 
area's  history  and  resources. 

Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area   (1,068,506): 

Curecanti  is  a  relatively  new  National  Recreation  Area,  and  has  become  the  fourth 
highest  visitor  use  area  in  the  State  of  Colorado.  To  address  the  visitor 
demands  increasing  annually,  new  facilities  valued  at  $28  million  were 
constructed  by  Bureau  of  Recreation  funding  in  1988.  Facilities  included  107 
buildings;  31  water,  sewer  and  utility  systems;  10  campgrounds;  36  miles  of  road; 
4  visitor  centers;  40  comfort  stations;  44  housing  units;  21  water-based 
facilities;  923  grounds  structures;  and  926  signs.  All  of  these  facilities  were 
transferred  to  the  National  Park  Service  for  operation  and  maintenance.  This 
increase  would  establish  base  funding  to  provide  education  services  for  an 
additional  25,000  students  and  teachers,  inteirpretive  programs  and  additional 
visitor  center  hours  in  the  spring  and  fall,  enhanced  resource  protection  and 
additional  contracted  facility  maintenance.  Additional  staff  required  would  be 
provided  from  a  centralized  pool  of  seasonal  FTE  requested  separately  in  the 
National  Park  Service  budget. 

Fort  Clatsop  National  Memorial   (195,523): 

The  increase  would  allow  for  the  enhancement  and  expansion  of  interpretation  and 
education  programs,  provide  more  frequent  routine  maintenance  of  buildings  and 
grounds,  and  furnish  additional  administrative  support.  In  the  last  ten  years, 
visitation  has  doubled  and  currently  stands  at  approximately  220,000  per  year. 
Demand  for  year-round  living  history  demonstrations  and  on-  and  off-site 
education  programs  has  also  steadily  increased.  The  funds  would  provide  an 
additional  200  living  history  demonstration  programs  for  75,000  visitors  and  over 
100  educational  programs  for  approximately  10,000  school  children.  The  funds 
would  also  be  used  for  additional  litter  pickup  and  trash  disposal,  restroom 
cleaning,  and  building  custodial  services  on  a  daily  basis.  Additional  staff 
required  would  be  provided  from  a  centralized  pool  of  seasonal  FTE  requested 
separately  in  the  National  Park  Service  budget. 

George  Washington's  Birthplace  National  Monument   (131,673): 

The  increase  would  allow  the  park  to  provide  educational  outreach  to  hundreds  of 
additional  community  members  with  information  packets/kits  and  on-site  talks,  cuid 
fund  additional  supplies  (i.e.  furnishings,  research  materials  and  animal  stock) 
with  which  to  enhance  visitor  programs/demonstrations  for  school  children.  The 
increase  would  also  enable  the  park  to  mow  an  additional  88  acres  of  grounds; 
improve  trail  maintenance  and  preventative  maintenance  on  buildings;  maintain  two 
miles  of  historic  ditches  that  have  been  cleared  and  groomed;  and  maintain  scenic 
vistas  throughout  the  park,  such  as  the  Popes  Creek  estuary,  Potomac  River 
shoreline,  the  Memorial  House  lawn  and  riverbank,  and  the  Cedar  Grove  loop  of 
Burnt  House  Trail.  The  funding  would  also  provide  for  annual  information 
management  equipment  and  software  upgrades/replacements. 
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George  Washington  Carver  National  Monument   (35,729): 

The  funds  would  be  used  to  collect  and  dispose  of  solid  and  hazardous  wastes; 
inspect  and  maintain  fire  suppression,  detection,  and  alarm  systems;  test  public 
water  systems;  and  provide  for  hazardous  tree  management.  The  park  has  over  400 
trees  in  public  use  areas  which  must  be  inspected  and  maintained.  Costs  for 
disposal  of  solid  wastes  have  risen  significantly  with  enactment  of  legislation 
by  the  State  of  Missouri  limiting  the  disposal  of  such  items  as  yard  waste  and 
tree  cuttings  in  landfills.  In  addition,  local  requirements  put  recycling 
provisions  on  trash  haulers,  limiting  what  can  be  disposed  of  without  penalties. 
Costs  for  the  disposal  of  both  solid  and  hazardous  waste  have  grown  significantly 
each  year.  The  park  must  routinely  dispose  of  such  items  as  paint  thinners, 
ethylene  glycol  and  motor  oil .  The  increase  is  necessary  to  ensure 
visitor/employee  health  and  safety  and  protection  of  the  resources  and  the 
environment . 

Jimmy  Carter  National  Historic  Site   (28,314): 

Plains  High  School  was  restored  under  a  joint  partnership  with  the  Town  of  Plains 
and  is  scheduled  to  open  on  October  1,  1995,  the  President's  71st  birthday,  as 
the  park's  Visitor  Center.  This  28,322  square  foot  structure  will  be  operated 
as  an  interpretive  museum  and  historic  structure.  The  increase  would  provide 
enhanced  visitor  center  coverage  as  well  as  the  costs  of  utilities  and  contracted 
custodial  services  for  the  restored  structure . 

Morristown  National  Historical  Park   (546,137): 

The  increase  would  allow  for  expanded  interpretation  and  more  frequent  routine 
and  preventive  maintenance  of  park  resources  which  include  6  9  structures, 
wetlands,  and  archeological  zones  on  1,685  acres.  Additional  funds  would  also 
provide  heightened  protection  and  preservation  of  the  park's  museum  and  archives 
which  contain  one  of  the  premier  collections  of  materials  associated  with  George 
Washington,  including  his  inaugural  suit,  Mt .  Vernon  journals  and  other  personal 
possessions.  The  funds  would  allow  the  park  to  open  its  research  library  to  the 
public  five  days  per  week,  increase  the  number  of  environmentally  monitored 
structures  from  two  to  five,  inventory  and  catalog  6,500  museum  items,  establish 
interpretive  services  at  Fort  Nonsense  three  days  per  week  during  the  summer 
months  and  provide  year  round  operations  at  the  Wyck  Farm  and  at  Jockey  Hollow, 
serving  an  additional  50,000  visitors  annually  while  increasing  the  frequency  of 
rest  room  cleaning  at  four  sites  from  once  to  twice  daily. 

Ocmulgee  National  Monument   (110,571): 

Ocmulgee  National  Monument  anticipates  a  30  per  cent  increase  in  visitation  for 
the  six-week  period  of  the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Games  in  Atlanta,  Georgia.  The 
funding  would  be  used  to  provide  additional  maintenance,  visitor  protection  and 
interpretation.  Local  community  leaders  are  making  a  major  effort  to  market 
Macon  during  the  Olympics  and  expect  the  park  to  play  a  leading  role  as  one  of 
the  city's  major  attractions.  The  additional  staff  required  would  be  provided 
from  a  centralized  pool  of  seasonal  FTE  requested  separately  in  the  National  Park 
Service  budget . 

167.  Question:  How  much  progress  is  being  made  on  identification  and 
removal  of  hazardous  materials  from  National  Park  Service  sites?  Does  the  budget 
provide  adequate  funds  to  continue  this  program? 

Answer :  The  National  Park  Service  is  making  steady  progress  on  the 
identification  and  removal  of  hazardous  materials  from  NPS  sites.  Of  the 
estimated  100  plus  high  priority  sites  requiring  cleanup  action  under  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA) ,  45 
are  now  either  under  investigation  or  clecuied  up.  Of  the  estimated  2,000  fuel 
storage  tank  systems  requiring  upgrade,  removal  or  cleanup  under  the  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  prior  to  1998,  1,000  of  these  are  now 
considered  to  be  in  compliance. 


775 


The  budget  is  adequate,  given  the  overall  needs  of  the  Service  and  the  budget 
constraints.  With  the  current  level  of  funding,  we  expect  to  reach  a  level  of 
operation  which  would  entail  maintenance  for  the  fuel  storage  tank  program  by 
year  2000.  Other  portions  of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Program  will  fall  short  of 
the  required  implementation  dates  given  by  RCRA,  based  on  a  40  to  50  percent 
current  annual  budget  shortfall.  The  current  allocation  for  the  fuel  storage 
tanks  program  is  $5.6  million  dollars.  For  the  CERCLA  program,  the  current 
budget  allocation  for  this  program  is  $2.6  million  dollars.  At  this  rate  of 
funding,  the  Park  Service  estimates  that  it  will  have  cleaned  up  all  of  their 
hazardous  waste  sites  by  the  year  2005,  assuming  no  new  sites  are  discovered. 

168.  Question:  At  the  current  rate,  when  might  we  know  the  full  scope  of 
the  problem? 

Answer:  If  the  Park  Service  does  not  acquire  any  additional  properties 
burdened  by  hazardous  wastes,  we  estimate  we  will  have  the  full  scope  of  the 
problem  understood  by  the  end  of  Fiscal  Year  1998.  This  is  due  to  the  raw 
numbers  of  sites  that  must  be  evaluated  and  the  unknown  nature  and  extent  of 
contamination  on  these  uninvestigated  sites. 

169.  Question:  How  much  progress  is  being  made  on  the  dam  safety  problem 
in  parks? 

Answer:  Significant  progress  has  been  made  since  1980.  A  total  132  dams 
have  had  corrective  action  completed  and  122  dams  have  been  deactivated.  Despite 
progress,  85  dams  acquired  since  1989  ,  104  NFS,  and  54  non-NPS  dams  remain  with 
serious  structural,  maintenance,  and/or  public  safety  problems. 

170.  Question:  Has  the  Park  Service  identified  the  most  critical  problem 
areas? 

Answer:  Yes.  There  are  currently  11  NPS  dams  needing  line  item 
construction  for  major  repair  at  an  estimated  $10  million  dollars. 

171.  Question:  Does  the  budget  adequately  address  those  most  critical 
needs? 

Answer:  The  funding  Congress  has  provided  since  1980  has  enabled  us  to 
make  significant,  systematic  progress  in  correcting  or  mitigating  the  most 
serious  problems.  There  remains  a  shortfall  in  recurring,  annual  maintenance  and 
repair  needs.  Three  hundred  and  four  NPS  dams  need  ongoing  base  funding  for 
routine  maintenance  and  repair,  estimated  at  $24  million  annually. 

172.  Question:  Do  the  parks  which  are  slated  to  receive  additional 
dollars  under  the  maintenance  initiative  represent  your  highest  servicewide 
priority  projects? 

Answer:  Funding  requested  under  the  Park  Operations  Initiative  totals 
$28.0  million,  including  over  $10.1  million  in  the  maintenance  budget 
subactivity.  This  initiative  represents  ongoing,  day-to-day  base  operational 
needs  at  the  75  parks  included  in  the  initiative,  rather  than  being  for 
maintenance  "projects."  Many  of  the  increases  reflect  the  upkeep  and  utility 
costs  required  for  new  facilities  for  which  the  Park  Service  has  assumed 
responsibility.  Each  of  the  increases  included  in  the  $28.0  million  Park 
Operations  Initiative  represents  the  highest  operational  park  priorities  as 
identified  and  approved  by  the  top  mjuiagement  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

173.  Question:  There  is  a  $3.4  million  increase  for  the  Park  Police.  Is 
this  increase  adequate? 

Answer.  Of  the  $3.4  million  amount,  approximately  $600,000  is  to  cover 
items  such  as  the  pay  and  benefit  increases.  A  $1.7  million  proposed 
programmatic  increase  is  to  provide  funds  in  support  of  the  transfer  of  Fort 
Hadisworth  to  the  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area.  This  $1.7  million  will  allow 
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the  U.S.  Park  Police  to  increase  their  presence  at  Gateway  National  Recreation 
Area  in  order  to  react  to  these  additional  responsibilities.  The  balance  of  the 
proposed  programmatic  increase,  totalling  $1,040,000,  is  to  provide  funds  to 
strengthen  the  operational  capability  of  the  force,  upgrade  the  level  of  service 
and  provide  a  higher  degree  of  visitor  protection. 

The  proposed  increase  will  certainly  help  the  Park  Police  address  critical 
staffing  deficiencies  and  improve  the  level  of  service.  There  are  still  unfunded 
requirements,  however,  as  exist  at  most  park  units.  In  recent  month,  the  U.S. 
Park  Police  have  been  informed  of  a  recent  court  decision  extending  the  locality 
pay  increases  currently  authorized  for  active  officers  to  retirees  living  in 
those  geographical  areas.  This  will  significantly  impact  both  the  current  and 
future  year  budgets,  resulting  in  additional  funding  requirements  for  the  Park 
Police  Pension  Fund. 

For  the  past  several  years,  reductions,  absorptions  of  pay  increases,  and 
increases  in  payment  of  FERS  have  resulted  in  vacant  police  positions  going 
unfilled.  The  region  is  currently  72  officers  short  of  requirements  outlined  in 
the  area  "beat  analysis".  Workforce  shortages  has  frequently  required  on  officer 
to  be  responsible  for  four  beat  areas,  and  backup  support  is  below  acceptable 
levels.  Although  two  officers  per  beat  has  become  standard  practice  in  most 
metropolitan  areas,  the  U.S.  Park  Police  continue  to  staff  beats  with  one 
officer.  This  is  obviously  not  an  optimal  situation,  but  is  caused  by  the 
constrained  budgetary  environment . 

In  addition,  due  to  increased  personnel  costs  and  the  impact  of  absorption  of  pay 
increases,  FERS  differential  and  other  reductions,  the  Park  Police  have  been 
unable  to  maintain  a  proper  equipment  replacement  program.  In  order  to  bring  our 
program  current  and  reestablish  our  replacement  cycle,  we  would  need  additional 
dedicated  funding  to  replace  sedans,  trucks,  motorcycles,  uniforms  and  equipment 
and  to  upgrade  ADP  resources  to  handle  new  mandated  requirements  such  as  the 
National  Incident  Based  Reporting  System.  Again,  this  is  the  result  of  budgetary 
constraints  faced  by  the  NPS  and  all  Federal  agencies . 

174.  Question:   What  was  the  number  of  felony  arrests  made  last  year? 

Answer.  A  total  of  13,613  arrests  were  made  in  1994.  This  total 
represents  all  felony  and  misdemeanor  arrests  in  accordance  with  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Council  of  Governments  data  collections  standards.  Of  this  total,  779 
are  classified  as  Part  I  offenses,  under  the  Uniform  Crime  Reporting  standards. 
Part  I  offenses,  generally  speaking,  include  homicide,  murder,  manslaughter, 
rape,  robbery,  assault,  burglary,  larceny,  theft  and  motor  vehicle  theft.  The 
balance  of  12,834  offenses  are  classified  as  Part  II  offenses,  which  include  drug 
sale  and  manufacture,  driving  while  intoxicated,  and  all  other  crimes  not  defined 
as  Part  1  offenses. 

175.  Question:  Were  there  any  serious  injuries  or  fatalities  of  Park 
Police? 

Answer.  In  1994,  a  total  of  158  officers  were  injured  in  the  line  of  duty. 
These  injuries  ranged  from  minor  work  related  injuries  up  to  assault  and  battery 
in  the  course  of  law  enforcement  duties.  There  were  no  off icer  fatalities  during 
the  period. 

176.  Question:  Is  the  drug  problem  in  parks  increasing,  level  or 
decreasing? 

Answer:  Drug  activity  may  be  increasing;  the  one  certainty  is  that  the  NPS 
response  to  this  activity  has  accelerated.  The  number  and  frequency  of  arrests 
has  steadily  increased,  from  1,762  arrests  in  1991,  to  2,876  in  1994.  The 
National  Park  Service  is  a  significant  participant  in  the  war  on  drugs, 
particularly  in  the  effort  to  reduce  drug  smuggling  on  our  Southwest  border. 
National  Park  Service  units  comprise  365  miles,  or  over  21  percent,  of  this 
country's  1,700  mile  border  with  Mexico.   To  address  this  concern,  we  have 
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increased  law  enforcement  emphasis  on  traditional  border  crossing  points  such  as 
El  Paso  and  Brownsville  Texas,  as  well  as  more  remote  areas.  More  and  more,  drug 
smugglers  are  mixing  with  the  illegal  aliens  and  using  them  to  transport  drugs 
across  remote  border  crossing  points.  A  number  of  these  areas  occur  within  our 
National  Parks  such  as  Big  Bend  National  Park,  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National 
Monument,  both  of  which  lie  directly  on  the  Mexican  Border.  One  park  reports 
that  the  Border  Patrol  and  NPS  usually  intercept  50  illegal  aliens.  This  year 
they  have  intercepted  580,  including  a  number  of  drug  runners. 

177.  Question:   Are  these  problems  associated  only  with  urban  parks? 

Answer:  Many  parks  are  located  in  or  near  known  drug  smuggling  or 
trafficking  routes.  The  urban  parks  often  witness  the  sale  and  distribution  of 
drugs  smuggled  across  the  borders.  Many  parks  are  seeing  an  increase  in  the 
availability  and  distribution  of  drugs  within  their  boundaries.  The  problem  of 
drugs  seems  to  be  no  longer  limited  to  the  urban  park. 

178.  Question:  There  was  a  supplemental  request,  approved  by  this 
subcommittee  for  additional  security  at  the  Statue  of  Liberty  in  New  York  City. 
What  incidents  or  threats  led  to  this  request? 

Answer:  Recognized  as  a  prominent  symbol  of  the  ideals  of  freedom  and 
liberty,  the  Statue  of  Liberty  has  long  been  a  favored  site  for  the  exercise  of 
first  amendment  rights.  The  February  26,  1994  bombing  of  the  nearby  World  Trade 
Center,  resulting  in  six  deaths  and  thousands  of  injuries,  precipitated  changes 
in  the  park's  law  enforcement  operations  and  prompted  security  surveys/threat 
analyses  by  the  U.S.  Secret  Service,  the  New  York  City  Police  Department,  NPS, 
the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  Sandia  National  Laboratories.  The  surveys  and 
analyses  concluded  that  threats  of  terrorist  attack,  bombings,  site  takeover,  or 
incidents  involving  guns  are  possible  and  real.  The  Park  recorded  57  Part  I  and 
999  Part  II  criminal  offenses,  and  748  medical  incidents  in  1993.  In  the  same 
year,  327  visitors  were  found  to  be  in  possession  of  firearms. 

HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  FUND  (HPF) 

179.  Question:  The  budget  contains  a  $1  million  increase  for  the  States 
Grants  Program  and  level  funding  for  the  National  Trust.  For  the  record  can  you 
provide  a  brief  summary  of  the  matching  requirements  for  both  the  State  Grants 
and  National  Trust  programs  and  indicate  what  has  been  the  actual  private  match 
achieved  over  the  years . 

Answer:  Beginning  in  FY  1993,  a  matching  ratio  of  60  percent  Federal  funds 
to  4  0  percent  non- Federal  funds  has  been  required  by  statute  for  both  States  and 
the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation.  Prior  to  FY  1993,  the  requirement 
for  both  was  a  70/30  matching  ratio  for  survey  activities  while  activities  such 
as  administration  were  matched  at  a  50/50  ratio.  Pursuant  to  Public  Law  96-205, 
American  Samoa,  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  Federated 
States  of  Micronesia,  Guam,  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands,  the  Republic 
of  Palau,  and  the  United  States  Virgin  Islands  are  not  required  to  match  their 
Historic  Preservation  Fund  (HPF)  grants. 

Over  the  past  five  years,  both  States  and  the  National  Trust  have  consistently 
contributed  a  non- Federal  matching  share  in  excess  of  the  minimum  amount 
required.  The  match  is  derived  from  a  wide  variety  of  pxiblic  and  private  sources 
including  cash  and  donated  goods  and  services  contributed  by  State  legislatures; 
Tribal,  county,  municipal,  and  Certified  Local  Governments;  regional, 
educational,  non-profit,  and  commercial  organizations;  and  individuals.  Thus, 
the  HPF  grant  program  represents  a  very  successful  example  of  a  public  private 
partnership  where  Federal  dollars  spur  additional  investments. 
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state  Grant  Program  National  Trust  Grant  Program 

Year  HPF         Match  HPF         Match 

FY  1994  $30,800,000  $21,800,000  $7,000,000  $11,664,000 

FY  1993  $32,648,000  $21,252,000  $6,144,000  $9,705,000 

FY  1992  $27,378,000  $28,172,000  $5,697,000  $9,759,000 

FY  1991  $27,190,000  $27,010,000  $5,770,000  $9,551,000 

FY  1990  $27,083,000  $24,117,000  $4,486,000  $9,731,000 

The  budget  for  cultural  programs  activities  in  the  National  Recreation  and 
Preservation  Account  shows  a  striking  reduction  compared  to  other  program  areas, 
absorbing  85%  of  all  the  proposed  programmatic  cuts.  I  am  concerned  that  our 
state  and  local  government  partners  will  do  their  job  but  then  the  public  will 
be  frustrated  by  a  lack  of  timely  response  from  new  national  program  center. 

180.  Question:  Why  has  NPS  targeted  the  cultural  programs  for  such  a 
large  reduction  while  other  areas  are  being  increased,  and  what  will  be  the 
effect  of  these  cuts  on  the  ability  of  the  new  national  program  center  to  do  an 
adequate  job? 

Answer:  The  reduction  of  $700,000  in  the  cultural  programs  budget  activity 
within  the  National  Recreation  and  Preservation  (NR&P)  appropriation  is 
associated  with  the  Congressionally  mandated  downsizing  effort  emanating  from  the 
Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  along  with  Administration 
initiatives  to  reinvent  government.  Within  the  NR&P  appropriation,  a  total 
reduction  of  $1.2  million  was  applied  for  downsizing.  The  cultural  programs 
budget  activity  share  of  this  effort  equates  to  58  percent  of  the  downsizing 
savings  reflected  against  the  account  total .  Rather  than  simply  prorating 
reductions  assigned  to  this  budget  activity,  the  amount  reflects  salary  costs  for 
the  number  of  central  office  employees  within  these  programs  who  have  relocated 
to  park  units,  as  well  as  those  who  have  actually  separated  from  Federal 
employment  or  are  anticipated  to  do  so  under  reorganization  and  downsizing 
proposals.  The  downsizing  plan,  which  is  not  complete  nor  approved  in  final, 
would  see  reductions  in  most  central  office  program  staffs.  As  the  cultural 
programs  budget  activity  contains  well  over  half  of  the  FTE  assigned  to  the  NR&P 
account,  the  reduction  proposed  to  be  taken  in  FY  1996  is  not  excessive.  The  FTE 
cind  dollar  savings  realized  from  the  downsizing  effort  would  be  utilized  to 
accommodate  increased  park  operating  needs. 

CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM/ PLANNING 

The  Park  Service  has  included  $95  million  for  20  specific  line  items  in  18  parks. 

181.  Question:  Are  these  projects  considered  to  be  among  your  highest 
priorities? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  projects  included  in  the  1996  Construction  Program  are 
those  that  represent  urgent  facility  development  and  resource  protection  needs 
that  have  planning  and  other  preliminary  requirements  far  enough  along  to  assure 
their  implementation  during  the  1996  fiscal  year.  Some  of  the  projects  are  new 
urgent  requirements  needing  prompt  attention  that  were  unforeseen  at  the  time  the 
Servicewide  Construction  Priority  List  was  developed. 

182.  Question:  What  percentage  of  these  projects  address  health  and 
safety  problems? 

Answer:  Ten  line  item  projects,  or  50%  of  the  total,  are  associated  with 
critical  health  and  safety  problems  involving  housing,  sewage  treatment,  and 
visitor  transportation.   These  ten  are: 
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Katmai  and  Wranqell-St.  Elias  National  Parks  and  Preserves.  Alaska. 
Construct  Employee  Housing 

Crater  Lake  National  Park.  Oregon,  Construct  Employee  Dormitory 

Gettysburg  National  Military  Park.  Pennsylvania.  Connect  Water  and  Sewer 
Lines  to  Municipal  System 

Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  Arizona.  Acquire  Alternative  Fuel  Transit 
Vehicles 

Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  Arizona.  Construct  Employee  Housing 

Mount  Rainier  National  Park.  Washington.  Construct  Employee  Dormitory 

National  Capital  Parks - Central .  District  of  Columbia.  Repair  White  House 
Sidewalks 

National  Capital  Parks - Central .  District  of  Columbia.  Replace  White  House 
Electrical  System 

Sagamore  Hill  National  Historic  Site.  New  York.  Connect  Water  and  Sewer 
Lines  to  Municipal  System 

Zion  National  Park.  Utah.  Implement  Visitor  Transportation  System 

183.  Question:   How  many  address  critical  resource  protection  needs? 

Answer:  Seven  projects  in  six  National  Park  System  areas  address 
specifically  some  of  the  highest  cultural  euid  natural  resource  preservation  needs 
facing  the  Service  today.   These  projects  are: 

Everglades  National  Park.  Florida,  to  restore  fresh  water  distribution  to 
the  Southern  Florida  estuary. 

General  Grant  National  Memorial.  New  York,  to  restore  the  former 
President's  mausoleum  to  prevent  further  damage  and  deterioration. 

Klondike  Gold  Rush  National  Historical  Park.  Alaska,  to  restore  and 
rebuild  the  final  two  historic  buildings  within  the  park's  historic 
district  that  are  linked  to  the  Alaska  Goldrush  period. 

Lincoln  and  Thomas  Jefferson  Memorials.  District  of  Columbia,  to  restore 
and  prevent  further  damage  and  deterioration  to  the  marble  and  stone 
construction . 

Seguoia  National  Park.  California,  to  move  facilities  and  operations  out 
of  Giant  Forest  and  restore  its  flora  and  fauna  habitats. 

Yosemite  National  Park.  California,  to  relocate  facilities  from  the 
overused  Yosemite  Valley  area  to  the  El  Portal  Administrative  Site. 

It  could  also  be  said  that  all  of  the  projects  in  the  1996  Construction  Program 
address  critical  resource  needs  in  that  all  of  them  are  intended  to  improve  park 
structures  which  facilitate  the  protection  of  resources. 

184.  Question:   What  would  be  the  affect  of  delaying  these  projects? 

Answer:  Most  of  the  planning  and  other  necessary  preliminary  work  for  the 
projects  requested  in  the  Service's  Line  Item  Construction  Program  is  completed 
or  will  be  completed  before  or  during  fiscal  1996.  Delaying  these  projects  would 
in  most  cases  result  in  higher  construction  costs  than  are  currently  estimated. 
Engineering  plans  have  a  short  "shelf-life"  and  would  require  significant 
reworking  if  held  for  more  than  eibout  one  year.  In  some  cases,  delaying  the  next 
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phase  of  construction  for  projects  such  as  the  preservation  and  repair  of  the 
Lincoln  and  Jefferson  Memorials  or  the  completion  of  the  warehouse  and 
maintenance  building  complex  at  El  Portal  in  Yosemite  National  Park  would  result 
in  the  deterioration  of  work  already  completed  or  an  unusable  facility.  At  six 
areas,  delay  of  construction  would  mean  that  employees  would  continue  to  be 
subjected  to  inadequate  and  unsafe  housing.  At  two  parks,  unsanitary  water  and 
sewage  treatment  would  continue  to  threaten  the  health  of  park  visitors  and 
employees . 

185.  Question:  Could  any  of  these  projects  be  funded  by  concessionaires? 
Or  cost  shared? 

Answer:  The  Service's  highly  organized  planning  process  carefully 
considers  possible  funding  alternatives  for  cost-sharing,  wherever  appropriate 
or  feasible.  The  various  resource  preservation,  health  and  safety  and  facility 
rehabilitation  projects  requested  for  FY  1996  construction  are  not  suitable  for 
concessioner  funding.  However,  the  Clover  Creek  Development  at  Sequoia  National 
Park,  and  Mazama  housing  at  Crater  Lake  National  Park,  do  contain  construction 
elements  which  will  be  concessioner- funded.  At  Sequoia,  restaurant  and  overnight 
facilities  will  be  funded  and  constructed  by  the  concessioner  that  will  replace 
facilities  being  removed  from  Giant  Forest.  At  Crater  Lake,  the  concessioner 
will  be  responsible  for  furnishing  the  dormitories  and  their  annual  operational 
and  maintenance  costs . 

186.  Question:  There  is  a  request  in  planning  for  $2.6  million  to 
continue  a  baseline  environmental  impact  statement  study  and  advance  engineering 
and  design  for  removal  of  the  Elwha  Dam  in  and  near  Olympic  National  Park  in 
Washington.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  Secretary  to  move  forward  with  the 
eventual  removal  of  the  Elwha  and  Glines  Canyon  dams? 

Answer:  The  Secretary  continues  to  believe  that  acquisition  and  removal 
of  the  Elwha  and  Glines  Canyon  dams  is  the  only  option  that  will  achieve  the 
purposes  of  the  Elwha  River  Ecosystem  and  Restoration  Act  of  1992  (P.L.  102-495) . 
As  the  Committee  is  aware,  the  Act  provides  for  a  resolution  of  currently  stayed 
litigation  in  the  Ninth  Circuit.  The  issue  involves  having  an  unlicensed  dam 
located  within  a  national  park.  The  Act  would  resolve  that  problem  in  favor  of 
dam  removal;  provide  for  the  restoration  of  the  essentially  pristine  river 
ecosystem;  help  fulfill  the  Secretary's  trust  responsibility  to  the  Elwha  tribe; 
and  provide  for  alternative  power  sources  for  the  Daishowa  Mill,  thereby 
preserving  local  jobs.  Accordingly,  the  NPS  acting  with  other  agencies  involved 
in  the  process,  plans  to  complete  the  EIS  process  to  evaluate  all  potential 
alternatives.  When  that  process  is  complete  a  final  determination  will  be  made 
regarding  the  removal  of  the  dams . 

187.  Question:   What  is  the  estimated  total  cost  for  removal? 

Answer:  The  low-cost  options  for  removal  are  currently  estimated  between 
$75,000,000  and  $100,000,000,  including  acquisition  of  the  dams,  which  is 
authorized  at  $29  million. 

188.  Question:   Who  would  be  responsible  for  those  costs? 

T^swer:  A  final  determination  has  not  been  made  for  ultimate  cost  sharing; 
however,  it  is  anticipated  that  Federal  funding  will  be  required.  Acquisition 
and  removal  of  the  dam  will  save  the  Federal  Government  future  litigation  costs 
and  provide  the  opportunity  to  develop  expertise  in  sediment  management  and  dam 
removal  -  skills  which  may  be  beneficial  in  the  future. 

There  is  a  request  in  planning  for  $2.6  million  to  continue  a  baseline 
environmental  impact  statement  study  and  advance  engineering  and  design  for 
removal  of  the  Elwha  Dam  in  and  near  Olympic  National  Park  in  Washington. 
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189.  Question:  Is  this  project  a  higher  priority  than  the  backlog  of 
maintenance,  backlog  of  operating  funds,  need  for  additional  professional 
training  etc? 

Answer:  The  planning  request  for  $2.6  million  for  the  baseline 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  study  and  design  for  removal  of  the  Elwha  Dam  is 
a  high  priority  of  the  NPS .  However,  in  general,  operating  funds  are  the  highest 
priority  of  the  NPS.  Capital  programs,  such  as  land  acquisition  and 
construction,  are  more  prone  to  potential  deferral  due  to  the  budget  situation. 
Each  individual  project  would  need  to  be  evaluated  on  its  own  merit,  once  final 
allowances  are  determined. 

190.  Question:  The  FY  1996  Budget  includes  a  $53  9,000  increase  for 
General  Management  Plans.  According  to  your  justification,  by  the  end  of  1995, 
at  least  139  plans  will  be  more  than  15  years  old  and  at  least  30  new  units  have 
no  GMP  at  all .  What  would  be  an  adequate  level  of  funding  to  begin  to  address 
this  serious  backlog? 

Answer:  The  funding  level  for  adequately  addressing  the  backlog  of  General 
Management  Plans  can  best  be  expressed  in  terms  of  staffing  rather  than  program 
funding.  A  significant  increase  in  program  funding  would  not  address  the  backlog 
seriously  because  the  current  staff  levels  at  the  Field  Offices  and  Service 
Centers  would  not  be  able  to  commit  sufficient  staff  time  to  a  greater  number  of 
projects.  Thus,  increased  funding  without  additional  staffing  would  exceed  the 
already  over -encumbered  work  schedules  of  planning  staffs  and  would  not 
necessarily  reduce  the  backlog  significantly. 

191.  Question:  The  budget  includes  $1.2  million  for  special  resources 
studies  which  will  determine  the  national  significance  of  areas  for  possible 
inclusion  into  the  NPS  system.  Over  the  past  several  years,  what  percentage  of 
the  ongoing  studies  were  initiated  by  Congressional  add-on?  What  percentage  were 
initiated  by  the  NPS? 

Answer:  Between  1989  and  1994,  a  total  of  78  special  resource  studies, 
concentrating  on  possible  additions  to  the  NPS  system,  were  funded.  Of  these, 
56%  (44)  were  initiated  by  Appropriations  Committee  action  and  14%  (11)  were 
initiated  by  the  NPS.  The  remainder  were  initiated  by  the  Congressional 
Authorization  Committee  or  others  such  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior  or 
cooperation  with  private  initiatives. 

CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM/PLANNING 

192:  Question:  How  many  FTEs  are  associated  with  the  Strategic  Planning 
Office?  Should  the  committee  allocation  be  dramatically  reduced,  what  is  the 
minimal  number  of  FTEs  necessary  to  run  this  office  effectively? 

Answer:  The  Office  of  Strategic  Planning  currently  has  4  FTEs.  That  is 
the  minimal  number  needed  to  run  the  office.  This  number  is  substantially  fewer 
FTEs  than  comparable  offices  of  other  land  managing  agencies.  With  the  mandatory 
implementation  of  the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993,  the 
workload  of  this  office  has  increased  dramatically,  as  we  coordinate  the 
development  of  a  much  more  rigorous  and  systematic  strategic  planning  system, 
that  requires  performance  measures,  and  annual  performance  plans.  This 
requirement  is  in  addition  to  the  office's  ongoing  responsibilities  for  strategic 
scanning,  analysis,  and  support  for  the  NPS  leadership,  training  and 
coordination . 

193.  Question:  Since  the  function  of  this  office  is  to  focus  on  long-term 
strategies,  wouldn't  it  be  more  appropriate  to  locate  this  office  in  the  central 
headquarters--  Washinqton,  D.C.? 

Answer:  The  Office  of  Strategic  Planning  was  deliberately  established  away 
from  Washington,  D.C.,  out  of  concern  that  locating  it  in  the  middle  of  daily 
operations  would  distract  it  from  the  long  term  issues,  and  would  impair  its 
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ability  to  focus  on  the  non-daily,  but  most  significant,  issues  impacting  the 
NPS  .  The  Office  uses  electronic  communications  to  keep  in  close  contact  with  the 
headquarters  and  travels  there  when  necessary.  Locating  the  Office  away  from  the 
Washington  headquarters  has  also  served  to  strengthen  its  ties  to  the  NPS  field 
units,  and  to  other  land  managing  agencies'  technical  and  professional  service 
centers  located  in  Denver. 

nPARR  PROGRAM 

The  15-year  UPARR  program's  goal  is  to  provide  70/30  matching  grants  to  cities 
to  implement  long  range  plans  to  renovate  and  revitalize  urban  recreation 
systems.  Funding  for  this  program  has  been  sporadic  and  ranged  from  $10  million 
to  this  year's  request  for  $2.3  million. 

194.  Question:  While  this  program  has  value,  do  you  believe,  given  all 
the  backlog  of  park  maintenance,  operations,  construction,  rehabilitation,  and 
employee  housing  needs  that  this  is  a  core  responsibility  of  the  National  Park 
Service  or  the  Federal  Government  in  general? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  views  all  parks,  national,  state  and 
local,  as  part  of  an  interdependent  national  recreation  system.  While  the 
Federal  Government  cannot  solve  all  local  problems  directly,  it  is  in  the 
national  interest  to  use  successful  partnership  programs  like  UPARR  grants  to 
give  incentive  and  encouragement  to  communities  in  the  task  of  restoring  the 
irreplaceable  urban  recreation  resources  that  exist.  The  funding  range  for  the 
UPARR  program  is  $62.4  million  in  1981  to  this  year's  request  of  $2.3  million. 
Periodic  surveys  indicate  that  local  recreation,  like  other  infrastructures,  is 
in  serious  need  of  additional  attention.  Unmet  needs  for  renovation  of  local 
recreation  facilities  over  a  five-year  period  were  estimated  at  $3-5  billion. 

195.  Question:  Is  this  $2.3  million  level  an  adequate  level  to  run  a 
national  program? 

Answer:  This  amount  is  obviously  limited,  given  the  budget  constraints. 
However,  we  believe  this  amount  can  be  put  to  good  use.  Current  indications  are 
that  we  have  received  over  170  preapplications  in  1995,  totalling  about  $21 
million.  In  FY  1994  over  170  applications  were  received  requesting  a  total 
federal  matching  share  of  $22.8  million.  Of  that  amount,  38  projects  were 
awarded  totalling  $4.9  million.  At  the  level  of  $2.3  million,  funds  could  be 
focused  on  a  single  category  of  grants  as  was  done  with  Innovation  grants  in  1982 
and  in  1992.  This  would  maximize  the  leverage  effect  of  a  minimum  amount  of 
federal  investment . 

196.  Question.  How  many  grants  could  be  awarded  with  this  minimal  amount? 

Answer:  Program  managers  estimate  25  to  40  grants,  depending  on  whether 
a  cap  is  placed  on  the  federal  share  of  the  grant. 

197.  Question:  If  the  committee's  allocation  is  reduced  as  anticipated, 
would  you  place  this  program' s  needs  above  the  basic  operational  and  maintenance 
needs  of  the  parks? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  supports  funding  for  UPARR  grants,  as 
well  as  basic  operational  needs  for  the  parks.  Should  the  reduction  in  the 
committee's  allocation  be  dramatic,  the  NPS  would  put  certain  key  operational 
needs  ai>ove  some  land  acquisition  and  construction  projects  and  portions  of  the 
UPARR  and  L&WCF  grant  programs . 
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RBCBNT  OAO  REPORT  ON  THB  HEALTH  OP  THE  PARKS 

Despite  the  rise  in  operating  budgets  since  1985  of  55%,  a  recent  GAO  report  on 
the  general  health  of  the  parks  concluded  that  there  were  two  significant  reasons 
for  the  deteriorating  condition  of  park  visitor  services;  1)  additional  operating 
requirements  (the  report  cited  20  different  federal  laws  affecting  the  parks)  and 
2) increased  visitation. 

198.  Question:  Did  you  review  this  study  and  are  you  in  agreement  with 
its  findings? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  did  review  this  report  and  in  general 
is  in  agreement  with  its  findings.  The  discussions  of  the  general  deterioration 
of  the  resources  that  has  occurred  over  time  and  the  specific  examples  cited  are 
correct.  Solutions  offered  to  problems,  such  as  decreasing  the  number  of  parks, 
cutting  back  visitor  services  offered,  or  more  "entrepreneurial"  actions,  require 
a  greater  discussion. 

199.  Question:  Specifically,  how  do  major  increases  in  visitation  drive 
up  costs? 

Answer:  Increases  in  visitation  with  associated  consumption  of  and  wear 
and  tear  to  resources  drive  up  costs  by  requiring  increased  custodial  staff 
hours,  increased  use  of  utilities  and  structures  and  need  for  additional  staff 
to  serve  the  public's  requirement  for  information  and  orientation,  law 
enforcement,  traffic  control  and  general  visitor  assistance. 

200.  Question:  Do  the  requirements  of  these  various  federal  laws 
constitute  an  unfunded  mandate?  In  other  words,  are  additional  funds  provided 
to  the  Park  Service  to  meet  these  additional  legislative  demands? 

Answer:  In  most  cases  new  funding  is  not  provided  to  comply  with  the 
regulations  and  we  are  forced  to  take  funding  from  existing  programs  --  such  as 
the  repair  and  rehabilitation  program  --  to  cover  the  additional  costs.  As 
allowances  permit  and  priorities  dictate,  these  newly  mandated  costs  are 
requested  through  the  regular  budget  process.  For  example,  soon  after  new 
hazardous  waste  regulations  were  strengthened,  the  NPS  was  able  to  request 
additional  funds  and  the  Department  now  manages  a  centralized  program  to  address 
some  of  these  needs.  In  general,  however,  costs  of  additional  legislative 
burdens  are  not  covered  immediately,  if  at  all. 

201.  Question:  Did  you  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  potential 
solutions? 

Answer:  The  varied  solutions  to  the  problems  each  come  with  their  own 
problems.  Increasing  parks  fees  are  an  option;  legislation  is  being  proposed  by 
the  NPS  to  do  just  that  in  FY  1996.  However,  fees  can  never  be  expected  to  pay 
fully  for  operations  at  the  national  parks.  In  regard  to  park  closures,  the 
national  parks  represent  our  national  heritage  and  any  option  that  calls  for  the 
removal  of  park  areas  must  require  careful  consideration  so  as  not  to  lose  the 
national  signif icaiice  of  the  System.  The  Secretary  and  the  NPS  are  steadfastly 
opposed  to  the  deauthorization  of  any  existing  park  area.  Finally,  in  regard  to 
a  reduction  of  services  or  a  lowering  of  current  standards  of  operation,  the 
could  lead  to  further  deterioration  of  the  System,  increased  health  and  safety 
problems  for  employees  or  visitors  and  a  significant  outcry  of  public  discontent 
with  the  level  of  services  offered. 

The  GAO  studied  12  units  and  found  that  11  had  significantly  reduced  their 
historical  level  of  visitor  services.  Two  examples  are  Padre  Island  National 
Seashore  which  eliminated  life  guards  for  the  first  time  in  20  years  and 
Shenaundoah  National  Park  which  reduced  their  interpretive  programs  by  80*  over 
the  past  several  years  and  closed  popular  campgrounds . 


784 


202.  Question:  Are  these  isolated  examples  or  are  other  units  being 
affected? 

Answer:  These  are  not  isolated  examples.  Similar  examples  can  be  found 
at  other  parks.  For  this  reason,  the  past  three  budget  cycles  have  focused 
heavily  on  park  operations.  In  the  FY  1994,  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  budget  requests, 
the  Service  has  proposed  across-the-board  percentage  increases  of  7.0,  2.0  and 
2.4  percent  to  address  these  very  concerns  and  to  keep  park  operations  from 
being  further  degraded.  In  addition,  during  these  years,  additional  funds 
totaling  almost  $70  million  has  been  requested  to  deal  with  a  variety  of  specific 
park  operational  issues,  many  dealing  with  the  level  of  visitor  services 
provided. 

203.  Question:  Will  the  budget  request  for  visitor  services  reduce  most 
of  these  deficiencies? 

Answer:  No,  the  current  budget  for  visitor  services  will  not  reduce  most 
of  these  deficiencies.  This  budget  request  represents  a  means  of  keeping  parks 
even  with  FY  1995  service  levels  and,  in  selected  cases,  offering  enhancements 
in  the  area  of  visitor  services,  particularly  at  new  or  expanded  park  units  or 
those  with  new  facilities. 

One  of  the  suggestions  made  by  the  GAO  to  help  with  this  erosion  of  funds,  aside 
from  increasing  fees  and  appropriating  additional  Federal  dollars,  is  to 
encourage  park  managers  to  be  more  entrepreneurial  in  addressing  park  needs  by 
entering  into  partnership  projects  with  the  private  sector. 

204.  Question:  In  fact,  this  is  being  done  on  an  increasing  scale  in  many 
parks,  through  the  use  of  "friends  organizations"  --  isn't  this  correct? 

Answer:  There  are  increasing  examples  of  National  Park  Service  work  being 
performed  by  volunteers,  friends  groups,  and  cooperating  associations.  The 
Service  has  relied  on  friends  groups  heavily  in  recent  years. 

RECENT  GAO  REPORT  ON  THE  HEALTH  OF  THE  PARKS 

One  of  the  suggestions  made  by  the  GAO  to  help  with  this  erosion  of  funds,  aside 
from  increasing  fees  and  appropriating  additional  Federal  dollars,  is  to 
encourage  park  managers  to  be  more  entrepreneurial  in  addressing  park  needs  by 
entering  into  partnership  projects  with  the  private  sector. 

205.  Question:  Two  of  the  more  successful  examples  of  this  are  the 
friends  groups  associated  with  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  and 
Yosemite.   Can  you  describe  some  of  the  projects  funded  by  these  groups? 

Answer:  The  Yosemite  Fund  was  created  in  1988  to  provide  non-profit 
fundraising  from  private  and  corporate  sources  for  projects  in  Yosemite  National 
Park.  In  1994,  The  Yosemite  Fund  contributed  more  than  $768,000  to  Yosemite  for 
critical  natural  and  cultural  resources  management  and  restoration  projects  in 
Yosemite.  Pledges  from  the  1995  Yosemite  Fxind  total  more  than  $1,121,750  for  a 
variety  of  projects. 

Among  the  more  recent  projects: 

o  Ongoing  work  (four-year  project)  to  rehabilitate  the  Mirror  Lake  area 
of  Yosemite  Valley.  This  project  includes  removal  of  asphalt  from  the 
eUscuidoned  parking  lot;  a  slow,  staged  removal  of  the  old  dam;  new  trails 
and  picnic  area;  and  revegetation. 

o  Construction  and  installation  of  over  600  bear-proof  food  lockers  in 
Valley  campgrounds. 
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o  Reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  and  continued  monitoring  to  assess 

survival,  habitat  use,  and  reproduction/census.  Additional  wildlife 

research  and  management  programs  for  1995  include  the  peregrine  falcon, 
great  grey  owl,  and,  two  rare  bats. 

o  Rehabilitation  of  two  popular  visitor  sites,  Washburn  Point  and  Glacier 
Point.  The  Washburn  Point  project  is  in  the  final  stages.  It  included 
construction  of  a  stone  wall  and  stairway,  improvements  for  wheelchair 
access,  a  new  viewing  terrace,  and  revegetation.  The  Glacier  Point 
project  will  be  even  more  extensive,  and  will  be  accomplished 
cooperatively  with  the  NPS  and  the  Park's  major  concessioner,  Yosemite 
Concession  Services. 

o  Funding  of  cultural  resources  such  as  museum  artifacts  for  the  Yosemite 
collection  and  Indian  Village  exhibits. 

o  Trail  repair  from  Ireland  Lake  to  Vogelsang,  and  trail  repair  from  Post 
Peak  to  Isberg  Pass. 

o  Multi-year,  complete  wilderness  historic  resources  survey  and  forest 
fire  prediction  study. 

Since  1981,  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park  Association  (GGNPA)  has  provided 
assistance  to  the  National  Park  Service  in  achieving  its  mission  of  preservation 
and  public  education.  This  assistance  has  been  in  the  form  of  cash 
contributions,  donated  expertise,  direct  assistance  in  planning  and  interpretive 
program  management,  publishing,  and  information  and  visitor  services.  GGNPA 
assistance  has  been  for  projects  which  are  beyond  the  scope  of  basic  NPS 
services . 

Some  significant  results  of  the  NPS  partnership  with  the  GGNPA  include  the 
following: 

o  Alcatraz  Agave  Trail  planning  and  construction.  This  entailed  a  site 
plan  and  construction  of  a  trail  to  open  one-third  of  Alcatraz  Island  to 
visitor  use  for  the  first  time.  This  also  helped  expose  some  important 
interpretive  stories  other  than  the  infamous  federal  prison  history. 

o  Alcatraz  Cellhouse  Audio  Tour.  In  1988,  at  the  request  of  the  park, 
GGNPA  undertook  the  development  and  management  of  an  audio  cassette 
interpretive  tour  of  the  Alcatraz  Cellhouse.  This  optional  program  has 
been  enormously  popular  with  the  visiting  public,  and  has  allowed  NPS 
Rangers  to  focus  on  interpretive  duties  other  than  repetitive  tours  of  the 
cellhouse . 

o  Presidio  Public  Involvement.  The  GGNPA  provided  major  support  to  the 
extensive  public  involvement  process  that  was  crucial  to  the  success  of 
the  4 -year  Presidio  planning  process.  This  support  included  newsletters, 
citizen  summaries  of  planning  documents,  and  workshop  sponsorship. 

o  Visitor  Center  Development.  The  GGNPA  has  helped  to  plan,  and  then 
successfully  sought  private  support  for.  Visitor  Centers  at  Muir  Woods, 
the  Marin  Headlands,  and  at  a  third  facility  at  Fort  Funston  which  is 
currently  under  construction. 

o  Pxiblications .  GGNPA  has  published  an  award-winning  family  of 
publications  about  the  natural  and  cultural  resources  of  the  park.  These 
include  booklets,  maps  and  guides,  and  an  overall  park  guidebook.  In 
addition,  GGNPA  supports  the  publication  of  numerous  free  park  brochures 
on  a  wide  variety  of  topics. 

o  Public  Information.  GGNPA  and  the  park  jointly  produce  a  quarterly 
calendar  of  park  programs  and  activities. 
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o  Resource  Protection.  GGNPA  supports  three  resource  protection  programs 
in  cooperation  with  the  park.  These  programs  include  Golden  Gate  Raptor 
Observatory,  which  monitors  and  develops  scientific  data  on  migratory 
birds  of  prey;  Site  Stewardship  Program,  where  volunteers  develop  and 
implement  plans  to  restore  entire  ecological  areas  in  the  park;  and 
Habitat  Restoration  Teams,  in  which  volunteers  iindertake  native  habitat 
enhancement  projects  throughout  the  park.  In  addition,  GGNPA  funds 
studies  of  endangered  plant  and  animal  species  in  the  park,  and  provides 
funds  for  cultural  resource  studies. 

o  Volunteer  Support.  GGNPA  directly  assists  the  park  with  volunteer 
recruitment  and  training,  in  support  of  a  program  which  utilizes  over 
7,000  volunteers  annually. 

o  Education  Program  Support.  GGNPA  provides  stipends  for  education 
interns  from  programs  such  as  the  Student  Conservation  Association's 
program  targeted  to  minority  students  with  an  interest  in  a  career  in  the 
field  of  conservation.  GGNPA  also  funds  the  production  of  teaching 
materials  and  bus  transportation  to  make  a  visit  to  the  park  possible  for 
financially-strapped  urban  school  districts. 

206.  Question:  Is  the  Park  Service  central  office  encouraging  this  type 
of  partnership  by  providing  training  or  at  least  ensuring  that  all 
superintendents  hear  about  the  successful  programs? 

Answer:  The  partnership  and  entrepreneurial  ideas  are  encouraged  in  the 
work  of  the  superintendents.  Some  parks  have  developed  very  successful  models 
for  these  type  of  arrangements.  Others  will  require  greater  awareness  and  skill 
training  in  this  area.  The  NPS  Training  Initiative,  the  first  phase  of  which  is 
included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request,  will  address  such  concerns.  The  goal  of 
the  NPS  is  to  develop  its  managers  to  be  able  to  react  to  the  challenges  of  a 
changing  world  and  perform  successfully. 

I  understand  Mount  Rushmore  is  undergoing  a  major  redevelopment  of  facilities. 
I  have  a  number  of  questions  about  this  unique  partnership  coordinated  by  the 
Superintendent . 

207.  Question:   How  were  these  plans  developed? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  prepared  the  redevelopment  plans 
and  environmental  documents  in  1989-90  in  response  to  perceived  needs  of  this 
area.  Plamning  funds  which  were  provided  in  FY  1990  were  used  to  contract  with 
an  architectural  and  engineering  firm  to  prepare  an  amendment  to  the  park's 
General  Management  Plan  and  accompanying  environmental  assessment  document. 
Amended  plans  for  the  site  were  approved  by  the  NPS  in  March  1990  following  the 
customary  public  and  internal  review  process.  The  plans  modify  the  facilities 
to  accommodate  increased  visitation.  Visitation  has  more  than  doubled  since  the 
current  facilities  were  constructed. 

208.  Question:   Who  is  funding  the  construction? 

Answer:  This  redevelopment  is  an  excellent  example  of  a  working 
partnership  between  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  private  Mount  Rushmore 
Society.  The  Mount  Rushmore  Society  was  fojrmed  in  1930  to  raise  funds  eund 
provide  oversight  for  the  construction  of  the  Mount  Rushmore  Memorial  and  has 
continued  their  active  support  of  Mount  Rushmore  since  that  time.  The  Mount 
Rushmore  Society  formed  the  Mount  Rushmore  Preservation  Fund  in  1988  to  raise  the 
funds  necessary  for  this  redevelopment  cind  to  date  has  raised  over  $22  million 
in  support  of  the  redevelopment  activities. 


787 


The  first  two  NPS  phases  of  the  redevelopment  have  been  completed;  the 
construction  of  a  visitor  orientation  center  and  completion  of  an  administration 
facility.  Approximately  $5  million  of  the  total  cost  of  these  projects  were 
funded  through  the  Mount  Rushmore  Society. 

209.  Question:  How  are  you  using  concession  contracts  in  the 
redevelopment? 

Answer:  The  portions  of  the  project  that  benefit  the  concession  operation, 
i.e.,  the  sales  facility  and  concession  dormitory,  are  being  paid  for  by  the 
concessioner  as  a  contract  requirement  that  was  negotiated  in  1992 .  That 
contract  requires  the  concessioner,  TW  Recreational  Services,  to  expend  $10 
million  as  adjusted  for  inflation  for  facilities  construction.  The  concession 
dormitory  is  complete  and  the  sales  facility  is  currently  under  construction. 

210.  Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the- fvmd  raising  effort? 

Answer:  The  Mount  Rushmore  Society  is  continuing  their  fund  raising 
efforts.  Funding  is  now  in  place  for  the  interpretive  center  museum  which  is 
estimated  to  cost  between  $8  and  $9  million,  and  an  interpretive  trail  which  is 
estimated  at  $500,000.  The  Society  is  still  actively  soliciting  the  $1.5  million 
needed  for  new  interpretive  exhibits  at  the  memorial. 

211.  Question:   Are  parts  of  the  redevelopment  not  funded? 

Answer:  Three  components  of  the  redevelopment  are  not  currently  funded  or 
proposed  for  funding  by  the  Mount  Rushmore  Society.  These  are  the  construction 
of  new  maintenance  and  parking  facilities,  and  the  historic  rehabilitation  of  the 
studio  used  by  sculptor  Gutzon  Borglum  when  carving  the  memorial . 

212.  Question:   What  are  your  plans  to  complete  the  project? 

Answer:  The  maintenance  facility  and  the  rehabilitation  of  the  sculptor's 
studio  will  be  rated  and  ranked  against  other  competing  priority  development 
projects  listed  on  the  NPS  Servicewide  Priority  Listing  for  Construction.  These 
projects  do  not  affect  the  overall  management  of  the  memorial  and  have  no  adverse 
impact  on  visitor  enjoyment  at  the  site. 

Regarding  the  parking  facility,  the  Service  is  considering  a  method  to  finance 
this  construction  through  a  concession  contract  where  the  concessioner  would 
assume  responsibility  for  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  a  parking 
facility  at  the  memorial. 

What  might  make  this  contract  different  is  that  the  Service  is  looking  to 
contract  with  a  not-for-profit  corporation  whose  sole  purpose  is  the  support  of 
Mount  Rushmore.  Such  an  arrangement  may  have  the  capacity  to  use  tax  exempt 
financing.  By  contracting  in  this  manner,  we  will  provide  a  facility  that  is 
necessary  but  paid  for  through  a  parking  fee  charged  to  visitors.  The  tax  exempt 
financing  will  allow  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  the  visitor  now  estimated  to  be 
under  $4  per  vehicle. 

Another  benefit  of  using  a  not-for-profit  corporation  is  that  all  revenue 
collected  in  excess  of  the  requirement  for  debt  service  and  operation  will  be 
returned  to  the  park  to  provide  direct  support  for  operations  at  the  Mount 
Rushmore  Memorial . 

RBCENT  GAO  REPORT  ON  THE  HEALTH  OF  THE  PARKS 

213.  Question:  I  realize  that  this  "friends"  organization  has  exhibited 
extraordinary  commitment  to  this  park  and  that  your  Superintendent  Dan  Wenk  may 
also  be  exceptional,  however,  isn't  it  possible  to  use  this  public/private 
funding  strategy  in  many  more  units  throughout  the  Service? 
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Answer:  The  Service  definitely  encourages  such  an  approach.  For  the  scope 
of  projects  such  as  Mount  Rushmore  it  is  rare  to  find  effective  fundraising 
capability  of  this  magnitude.  Others  successful  efforts  include  FDR  Memorial  and 
Andersonville.  There  are,  however,  many  opportunities  for  partnerships  that 
support  smaller  operational  programs .  We  continue  to  work  with  the  National  Park 
Foundation  to  develop  such  opportunities. 

RECENT  GAO  REPORT  ON  THE  HEALTH  OF  THE  PARKS 

I  understand  Mount  Rushmore  is  undergoing  a  major  redevelopment  of  facilities. 
I  have  a  number  of  questions  about  this  unique  partnership  coordinated  by  the 
Superintendent . 

214.  Question:  What  is  the  central  headquarters  doing  to  promote  this 
type  of  creative  construction  strategy  among  the  other  xinits? 

Answer:  There  are  a  number  of  specific  programs  that  encourage 
partnerships.  We  are  revising  our  donorship  recognition  guidelines  to  clarify 
opportunities  available  for  private  givers.  The  challenge  cost  share  program  in 
the  budget  request  is  another  device  that  requires  a  partnership  approach.  Two- 
thirds  of  all  costs  were  borne  by  the  Service's  partners.  The  Volunteers.  In 
Parks  program  contributed  an  estimated  value  of  $37  million  in  1994.  Individual 
parks  where  partnerships  are  being  explored  include  Blue  Ridge  Parkway,  Salem 
Maritime,  and  Andersonville.  Heritage  areas  are  dependent  on  local  and  State 
partnerships  for  their  operation. 

The  results  indicated  that  the  Service  has  not  clearly  defined  its  objectives  for 
setting  priorities,  the  process  appears  to  favor  large,  complex  projects  over 
simple,  modest  ones  and  most  lacked  sufficient  planning  necessary  to  justify  the 
major  construction. 

LINE  ITEM  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

The  Fiscal  Year  1994  conference  report  included  language  requesting  the  Secretary 
of  Policy,  Management  and  Budget  to  undertake  a  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
National  Parks  Service's  line  item  construction  program.  The  study  looked  at  two 
specific  areas  1)  the  process  used  to  prepare  a  Servicewide  priority  list  of 
construction  projects  and,  2)  the  process  used  to  ensure  that  these  projects  are 
cost-effective . 

The  results  indicated  that  the  Service  has  not  clearly  defined  its  objectives  for 
setting  priorities,  the  process  appears  to  favor  large,  complex  projects  over 
simple,  modest  ones  and  most  lacked  sufficient  planning  necessary  to  justify  the 
major  construction. 

215.  Question:  What  changes  are  expected  to  be  implemented  this  year  to 
ensure  that  these  deficiencies  are  corrected? 

Answer:  All  the  recommendations  in  the  report  are  being  implemented.  A 
task  force  is  drafting  a  strategy  paper  that  will  define  the  context  for  the 
construction  program  for  the  next  decade.  The  criteria  are  being  revised  and 
expanded  and  a  net  benefit  process  for  setting  priorities  is  being  put  in  place. 
It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  elements  of  the  recommended  system  will  be 
designed  in  1995.  Because  of  the  lead  time  required  to  implement  a  given 
construction  project,  the  revised  system  will  begin  to  influence  the  1997  request 
but  it  is  xinlikely  to  take  full  effect  until  1998. 

216.  Question:  Is  the  Department  committed  to  monitoring  the  planning  and 
construction  programs  for  NPS,  FWS  and  BLM? 

Answer:  The  Department,  through  the  Office  of  Construction  Management,  is 
continuing  its  involvement  in  the  implementation  of  the  new  National  Park  Service 
construction  system.   It  has  referred  the  report  to  the  other  bureaus  as  well. 
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IKDEPENDENCB  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

The  National  Park  Service  is  in  the  process  of  updating  their  General  Management 
Plan.  As  part  of  this  planning  process  a  National  Constitution  Center  is  under 
consideration . 

217.  Question:   Can  you  briefly  describe  this  proposal? 

Answer:  The  National  Constitution  Center  proposes  to  construct  a  200,000 
square  foot  museum  that  would  encompass  the  entire  middle  block  of  Independence 
Mall,  within  Independence  National  Historical  Park.  The  facility  would  include 
a  new  park  visitor  center,  new  Liberty  Bell  Pavilion,  IMAX  theater,  meeting 
rooms,  galleries,  cafe,  gift  shop,  and  parking.  The  visitor  center  and  Liberty 
Bell  Pavilion  would  be  above  ground;  the  rest  of  the  facilities  would  be  below 
ground  in  order  to  preserve  space  for  public  gatherings  within  the  park. 
Admission  would  be  charged  to  the  theater  and  galleries. 

218.  Question:  What  are  the  proposed  federal  costs  for  construction  of 
the  Center? 

Answer:  The  only  official  information  available  at  this  time  is  that 
contained  in  the  National  Constitution  Center's  (NCC)  preliminary  National  Fund 
Raising  Business  Plan.  In  that  plan  the  NCC  projects  the  need  for  total  funding 
of  $100  million  in  city,  state  and  federal  funds.  The  federal  share  is  not 
specified. 

219.  Question:  In  the  National  Constitution  Center's  (NCC)  preliminary 
National  Fund  Raising  Business  Plan,  the  NCC  projects  the  need  for  $100  million 
in  city,  state  and  federal  funds.  Given  the  current  backlog  of  maintenance  needs 
throughout  the  system,  including  Independence  National  Historical  Park,  do  you 
believe  that  this  project  represents  a  wise  investment  of  scarce  federal 
resources? 

Answer:  While  the  National  Park  Service  is  supportive  of  the  concept  of 
a  better  teaching  facility  about  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  we  do  not 
support  the  use  of  federal  resources  for  the  development  of  the  Center. 

220.  Question:  The  NCC  plan  shows  the  "new"  home  for  the  Liberty  Bell  to 
be  part  of  the  overall  experience  of  the  new  center.  Does  the  NPS  have  any 
intent  of  turning  over  managerial  responsibility  for  visitor  services  connected 
with  the  Liberty  Bell  to  the  Center?  What  about  the  proposed  new  NCC  built 
Visitor  Center  Mall  on  the  Mall?  Would  NPS  have  any  managerial  responsibility 
for  this  facility? 

Answer:  Although  the  Liberty  Bell  is  the  property  of  the  City  of 
Philadelphia,  the  Act  of  June  28,  1948,  Ch.  687,  Sec.  2,  62  Stat.  1061  (16  U.S.C. 
407n) ,  authorized  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  to  assist  in  the  preservation 
and  interpretation  of  the  property  known  then  as  Independence  Hall  National 
Historic  Site,  which  included  the  Liberty  Bell.  Pursuant  to  this  law,  a 
subsequent  cooperative  agreement  between  the  city  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  transferred  custody  of,  and  curatorial  responsibility  for,  the  Liberty 
Bell  to  the  NPS.  The  NPS  does  not  intend  to  ask  for  new  legislation  or  to  seek 
a  new  cooperative  agreement  that  would  turn  over  interpretive  and  curatorial 
responsibility  to  an  outside  organization.  Several  factors  have  led  to  this 
determination:  there  is  no  direct  interpretive  relationship  between  the  theme 
of  the  Liberty  Bell  and  that  of  the  United  States  Constitution;  there  is 
extremely  strong  public  sentiment  for  keeping  the  bell  as  close  to  Independence 
Hall  (its  original  home)  as  possible;  the  National  Constitution  Center  is  a  new 
organization  with  no  track  record  for  interpretation  or  curation  of  museum 
objects;  there  is  no  public  support  for  turning  over  managerial  responsibility 
for  this  international  icon  from  NPS  to  any  other  party. 
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Five  of  the  six  General  Management  Plan  alternatives  call  for  a  new  visitor 
center  to  be  built  on  Independence  Mall.  NCC  funding  for  construction  of  the 
center  is  an  option.  An  agreement  in  which  the  NCC  and/or  another  public  or 
private  organization  might  have  managerial  responsibilities,  with  the  NFS  being 
responsible  for  interpretation  only,  is  also  an  option. 

221.  Question:  Recently  this  committee  had  an  opportunity  to  review  a 
proposed  direct  mail  campaign  by  the  Independence  Hall  Preservation  Fund.  What 
impact  do  you  believe  the  NCC's  fundraising  campaign  for  the  center  will  have  on 
other  established  groups  attempts  to  raise  funds  on  behalf  of  Independence 
National  Historical  Park? 

Answer:  A  fundraising  program  of  the  magnitude  proposed  by  the  National 
Constitution  Center  would  undoubtedly  have  an  impact  on  the  fundraising 
capabilities  of  the  organizations  attempting  to  provide  financial  support  for 
Independence  National  Historical  Park.  The  park's  two  support  groups,  the 
Friends  of  Independence  National  Historical  Park  and  the  Independence  Hall 
Preservation  Fund  work  closely  together  to  avoid  conflict  in  their  respective 
fundraising  programs.  Both  groups  are  concerned  by  the  prospect  of  the  NCC 
competing  with  them  for  scarce  private  sector  dollars . 

JEFFERSON  NATIONAL  EXPANSION  MEMORIAL 

222.  Question:  What  are  the  current  land  acquisition  priorities  at  the 
Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memorial's  East  St.  Louis  Unit? 

Answer:  The  current  land  acquisition  priorities  at  the  Jefferson  National 
Expansion  Memorial's  East  St.  Louis  Unit  are  as  follows: 

Appraised 
Priority  Tract  No .   Landowner  Size       Value 

ACF  Industries  Inc.  13.47  A  $   350,000 

SCPCL  Corporation  .33  A  28,000 

Illinois  Central  RR  1.16  A  82,000 

SW  Regional  Port  Auth.  1.49  A  27,000 

Gateway  Center  of  16.81  A  440,000 

Metropolitan  St.  Louis 

Wiggins  Ferry/Terminal  39.55  A  4,362,000 

Railroad 

City  of  East  St.  Louis  7.35  A  70,000 

SWIDA  10.89  A  7,223,000 

•These  tracts  would  likely  be  acquired  by  direct  donation. 

Note :   A  connotes  acreage . 

223.  Question:  Has  any  fiinding  been  made  available  by  private  parties  to 
match  federal  funds  for  land  acquisitions  purposes?   If  so,  how  much? 

Answer:  To  date,  no  funding  has  been  made  available  by  private  parties  to 
match  federal  funds  for  land  acquisition. 

224.  Question:  What  is  the  current  appraisal  for  the  Continental  Grain 
facility  at  East  St.  Louis? 

Answer:  The  current  appraisal  for  the  Continental  Grain  facility  in  East 
St.  Louis  is  approximately  $11  million,  if  acquired  by  a  private  or  non-federal 
entity.  Public  Law  102-355  prohibits  the  National  Park  Service  to  use  Federal 
funds  to  acquire  the  facility;  therefore,  the  acquisition  cost,  if  acquired  by 
the  NPS,  is  undetermined  at  this  time. 

225.  Question:  What  is  the  NPS'  current  plan  for  acquiring  the 
Continental  Grain  facility  at  East  St.  Louis? 
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Answer:  Without  new  legislation  to  appropriate  and  authorize  federal 
funding  for  the  acquisition,  removal  and  relocation  of  the  Continental  Grain 
facility,  the  National  Park  Service's  only  viable  option  to  acquire  the  facility 
is  to  have  it  purchased  by  non-federal  source  (s)  and  donated  as  part  of  the  non- 
federal cost  share. 

226.  Question:  Have  you  worked  closely  with  Continental  Grain  to  plan 
this  future  acquisition?   If  not,  why? 

Answer:  Public  Law  102-355  prohibits  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  from 
using  any  federal  funds  to  acquire,  remove,  or  relocate  the  Continental  Grain 
facility.  Therefore  the  NPS  has  been  working  closely  with  non-federal  entities 
toward  their  acquisition  of  the  facility. 

WILDLIFE  AMD  VEGETATION  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

227.  Question:  with  additional  anadromous  fish  recently  proposed  for 
listing  as  threatened  or  endangered,  what  will  be  the  effect  on  NPS  programs  and 
expenditures,  both  in  aquatic  management  and  in  other  programs? 

Answer:  While  all  of  the  coastal  Pacific  Northwest  parks  contain  potential 
salmon  nursery  and  spawning  habitat,  most  parks  have  limited  inventories  of  fish, 
shellfish,  and  other  aquatic  resources  and  few  aquatic  and  fisheries 
professionals  to  carry  out  inventories  or  implement  fishery  programs.  As 
additional  Pacific  salmon  listings  are  considered,  there  will  be  increasing 
pressure  on  the  NPS  to  inventory  and  monitor  its  salmon  habitat  and  habitat  use 
euid  to  participate  as  a  full  partner  in  interagency  programs  to  restore 
anadromous  fish  resources.  Quantitative  studies  of  populations,  fish  genetics, 
auid  the  fish  habitat  at  the  watershed  level  will  be  needed.  While  the  NPS  has 
been  participating  in  coordination  and  implementation  of  salmon  recovery  efforts, 
including  on  the  Pacific  Salmon  Coordinating  Committee,  its  participation  has 
been  limited. 

There  are  presently  thirteen  professional  fisheries  and  aquatic  biologists  in  the 
NPS.  Of  this  total,  five  are  involved  in  Pacific  salmon  conservation  efforts. 
The  FY  1995  professionalization  initiative  will  result  in  the  hiring  of 
additional  fishery  biologists  at  Glacier  Bay  National  Park  (AK) ,  Katmai  National 
Park  and  Preserve  (AK)  ,  Lake  Clark  National  Park  aind  Preserve  (AK)  ,  and  at 
Olympic  National  Park  (WA)  .  These  new  positions  will  enhance  the  Service's 
eibilities  to  mainage  Pacific  salmon,  steelhead,  and  other  park  fisheries  in  FY 
1996. 

228.  Question:  What  NPS  funds  are  being  used  to  prevent  anadromous  fish 
populations  from  declining? 

Answer:  The  NPS  obligates  approximately  $2.5  million  annually  to  fisheries 
restoration  and  conservation  programs.  Of  this  amount,  approximately  $350,000 
is  obligated  in  the  Western,  Pacific  Northwest,  and  Alaska  Regions  for  anadromous 
salmon  studies  and  restoration  efforts.  Ongoing  activities  at  Redwood  National 
Park  California,  Olympic  National  Park,  Washington,  and  at  Katmai  National  Park 
cuid  Preserve,  Alaska,  comprise  the  bulk  of  NPS  spending  in  support  of  the 
conservation  and  restoration  of  Pacific  salmon  stocks.  Most  funding  originates 
from  park  or  Regional  sources.  An  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  catch-and-release 
angling  on  steelhead  and  Pacific  salmon  at  Olympic  National  Park  was  funded  in 
FY  1995  through  the  Natural  Resources  Preservation  Program. 

229.  Question:  What  is  the  NPS  involvement  in  recent  interagency  MOU' s 
on  salmon  and  steelhead  recovery  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer :  The  NPS  is  a  partner  in  the  Federal  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
pertaining  to  salmon  conservation.  The  NPS  participates,  although  in  a  limited 
fashion,  in  all  levels  of  coordination  amd  implementation  of  salmon  recovery 
efforts,  including  on  the  Pacific  Salmon  Coordinating  Committee.  National  Park 
Service  involvement  has  included  helping  to  set  "escape"  goals  and  harvest 
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regulation  for  fish  that  return  to  parklands,  aind  providing  reviews  of  proposals 
for  construction  or  operation  of  hatcheries,  hydropower  systems,  and  land  uses 
anticipated  or  known  to  affect  anadromous  fish  stocks  in  parks. 

230.  Question:  Provide  information  on  the  number  of  Federally-listed,  as 
well  as  special  status,  plant  and  animal  species  on  NPS  lands  by  State  and  park 
unit . 

Answer:  We  do  not  have  a  current  list  of  Federally- listed  threatened  and 
endangered  or  other  special  status  species  occurring  in  national  parks.  However, 
the  NPS  is  currently  working  with  the  National  Biological  Service  and  The  Nature 
Conservancy  to  develop  a  computerized  database  for  Federally-listed  species  and 
candidates  and  special  status  species  in  parks.  The  latest  consolidated 
information,  collected  in  1988,  indicated  that  there  were  then  131  threatened  or 
endangered  species  that  occurred  in  units  of  the  National  Park  System.  At  that 
time,  23  such  species,  occurring  in  38  parks,  had  critical  habitat  within  park 
units. 

As  a  result  of  a  1994  information  collection  effort,  the  Service  has  developed 
detailed  information  on  the  number  of  special  status  plants  and  animals  that 
occur  in  each  of  the  parks  with  significant  natural  resources.  Since  the 
specific  species  were  not  entered  into  the  database,  we  cannot  tell,  however,  how 
many  species  are  represented,  since  some  species  occur  at  several  parks.  These 
data  indicate  that  there  are  over  850  known  occurrences  of  Federally-listed 
species  in  174  units.  There  are  160  known  occurrences  of  Category  1  candidates, 
and  1,181  occurrences  of  Category  2  candidate  species  on  parklands.  Category  1 
is  defined  as  those  taxa  for  which  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
sufficient  information  on  biological  vulnerability  to  support  proposal  to  list 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Category  2  is  defined  as  those  taxa  for  which 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  needs  more  information  before  proposing  to 
list  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  In  addition,  there  are  over  2,700  State- 
listed  species  of  plants  and  animals  inhabiting  NPS  lands.  Currently,  there  is 
no  computerized  listing  that  records  the  occurrence  of  special  status  species  for 
the  entire  National  Park  System. 

231.  Question:  What  programs  and  efforts  does  the  NPS  have  to  provide  for 
habitat  for  species  so  that  they  do  not  deteriorate  to  the  extent  that  Federal 
listing  is  needed? 

Answer:  Management  Policies  of  the  National  Park  Service  state:  "... 
landscape  and  plants  may  be  manipulated  to  maintain  habitat  for  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  but  in  natural  zones  only  native  plants  may  be  used  if 
additional  plantings  are  done,  and  manipulation  of  existing  plants  will  be 
carried  out  in  a  manner  designed  to  restore  or  enhance  the  functioning  of  the 
plant  and  animal  community  of  which  the  endangered  species  is  a  natural  part." 
In  addition,  NPS-77,  "Resources  Management  Guidelines,"  provides  instruction  to 
manage  and  monitor  candidate  species  and  State-listed  threatened  and  endangered 
species  similar  to  Federally-listed  plaints  and  animals  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible. 

Park  programs  are  closely  coordinated  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
adjacent  land  managing  agencies,  be  they  Federally  or  State  administered.  All 
of  the  NPS  efforts  are  essentially  local  park  efforts;  at  the  national  level,  a 
portion  of  position  is  dedicated  to  threatened  and  endangered  species  activities 
and  management.  There  are  many  examples  of  park  efforts  to  protect  habitats, 
such  as  a  cooperative  venture  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Corps  of 
Engineers  on  the  St .  Croix  River  to  monitor  for  the  Zebra  Mussel  and  operate 
check  stations  for  boats  that  have  been  in  infected  waters.  Although  the  primary 
focus  of  this  program  is  to  save  St.  Croix  River  rare  and  native  mussels  from 
extinction  or  extirpation,  the  program  also  has  exceptional  long-term  economic 
implications  as  well. 
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MPS  efforts  in  specie  protection  underway  in  the  Channel  Islands  affecting  40 
terrestrial  species,  and  in  Hawaii  affecting  5  species  are  also  noteworthy 
However,  m  Hawaii  with  over  60  Federally  listed  species  and  7  more  proposed  for 
listing m  the  near  future,  and  more  than  160  Category  1  and  2  taxa  that  occur 
m  Hawaiian  parks,  there  is  a  considerable  backlog  of  needs  for  conservation  of 
endangered  plants  and  animals.  This  backlog  also  applies  to  other  parks 
throughout  the  Nation. 

232.  Question:  The  NPS  has  participated  in  several  recent  interagency 
efforts  for  conservation  that  have  been  formalized  with  interagency  Memoranda  of 
Understandings.  Provide  a  summary  of  these  efforts,  including  listing 
prevention,  native  plant  conservation,  and  endangered  species  management;  and 
discuss  how  these  efforts  provide  both  enhanced  conditions  on  the  ground  and 
reduced  costs. 

Answer:  The  NPS  has  participated  in  the  following  efforts-  Native  Plant 
Conservation:  The  NPS  played  an  integral  role  in  developing  and  guiding  the 
Native  Plant  Conservation  Initiative,  in  seeking  funding  for  FY  1995,  and  in 
administering  a  $250,000  challenge  grant  from  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation.  Bandelier  National  Monument,  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
and  Sleeping  Bear  Dunes  National  Lakeshore  were  awarded  funds  to  develop  a 
sensitive  plant  survey,  a  stewardship  manual,  and  an  eradication  plan  for  an 
invasive  exotic,  respectively. 

Endangered  Species  Management:  To  track  the  recovery  needs  of  Federally-listed 
species,  the  NPS  is  developing  a  database  of  recovery  tasks  for  listed  species 
on  NPS  lands  m  approved  recovery  plans;  and  is  participating  on  national 
interagency  working  groups ,  regional  ecosystem  management  task  forces ,  and  local 
species  recovery  teams . 

Candidate  Conservation:  Conservation  agreements  are  in  place  or  under 
development  in  the  following  parks  for  the  following  candidate  species: 

Big  Bend  National  Park  -  Tall  paintbrush  &  Guadalupe  fescue 

Blue  Ridge  Parkway  -  Peaks  of  Otter  salamander 

Channel  Islands  National  Park  -  Forty  (40)  terrestrial  species 

Delaware  Water  Gap  NRA  -  Cobblestone  tiger  beetle  &  Bog  turtle 

Lake  Meredith  NRA  -  Arkansas  River  speckled  chub 

White  Sands  National  Monument  -  White  Sands  pupfish  &  wood  rat 

In  addition  to  individual  species  conservation  agreements,  the  National  Capital 
Region  has  signed  a  cooperative  agreement  with  The  Nature  Conservancy  to 
undertake  the  Heritage  Program  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  identifying  the 
listed,  candidate  and  rare  species  located  within  the  District. 

233.  Question:  By  far  the  most  numerous  of  your  Federally-listed  or 
sensitive  species  are  plants.  Explain  what  efforts  are  underway  to  provide 
recovery  and  conservation  of  these  species  and  their  habitats? 

Answer:  While  over  50  percent  of  Federally-listed  species  are  plants,  over 
75  percent  of  Category  1  are  plants,  and  about  50  percent  of  Category  2  species 
are  plants,  the  National  Park  Service's  threatened  and  endangered  specie  database 
development  has  not  progressed  to  the  point  where  we  can  determine  whether  the 
majority  of  Federally-listed  and  candidate  species  on  NPS  lands  are  plants 
However,  we  know  that  the  32  million  hectares  within  the  National  Park  System 
have  not  been  thoroughly  surveyed  botanically.  There  is  a  concerted  multiyear 
effort  being  placed  on  acquiring  this  inventory  and  monitoring  information. 

Several  NPS  efforts  in  plant  recovery  and  conservation  include  work  being 
conducted  in  Bandelier  National  Monument  under  a  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  Challenge  Grant;  a  special  emphasis  on  vegetation  mapping- 
establishing  priorities  and  initiating  inventories  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species  as  part  of  the  Service's  Inventory  and  Monitoring  Program;  and 
collaborative  rare  plant  surveys  underway  with  the  National  Biological  Service. 
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other  research,  habitat  restoration,  reintroduction,  exotic  plant  control,  and/or 
inventory  and  monitoring  underway  on  park  lands  deal  with  seeibeach  amaranth, 
pitcher's  thistle,  missouri  bladderpod,  Texas  trailing  phlox,  Brady  pincushion 
cactus.  Running  Buffalo  clover,  and  others.  The  NPS  hopes  to  do  more  as  a  result 
of  continuing  support  for  the  resources  management  professionalization 
initiative.  It  is  also  our  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  be  even  more  active  in 
Native  Plant  Conservation  Initiative  activities,  including  direct  plant 
conservation  work  through  interagency  collaboration  and  foundation  as  well  as 
agency  funding. 

234.  Question:  How  do  your  conservation  efforts  serve  to  provide 
protected  core  habitats,  thereby  reducing  preservation  obligations  on  other 
Federal  and  private  lands  that  also  provide  habitats  for  these  species? 

Answer:  National  Park  Service  policy  as  well  as  its  very  mission  provides 
for  preservation  of  core  habitats  within  parks .  There  are  numerous  and 
increasing  development  and  other  threats  to  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitats  outside  of  parks.  The  relatively  pristine  and  protected  areas  inside 
parks,  therefore,  play  a  crucial  role  in  conservation  and  recovery  of  threatened, 
endangered  and  rare  species.  This  makes  it  critical  that  the  NPS  identify, 
protect,  and  preserve  threatened  and  endangered  species  within  the  National  Park 
System.  There  are  numerous  examples  of  the  importance  of  parks  in  providing 
critical  habitat  for  endangered  species.  The  McKitterick' s  Pennyroyal,  an 
endangered  plant,  has  been  delisted  based  on  identification  of  a  large  population 
in  Guadalupe  Mountains  National  Park.  Redwoods  National  Park  provides  core 
habitat  for  the  marbled  murrelet  in  the  northwest  where  timber  harvest  affects 
surrounding  lands  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Park  provides  core  habitat  for  the 
desert  tortoise  in  an  area  where  development  is  encroaching  on  tortoise  habitat. 

235.  Question:  What  were  the  NPS  expenditures  for  Federally- listed 
species  for  FY  1994  as  reported  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service?  Please  list 
by  species  group  and  by  park  unit? 

Answer:  NPS  expenditures  for  Federally-listed  species  for  FY  1994  were 
$3,901,000,  which  promoted  recovery  for  81  listed  species.  The  following  is  the 
breakdown  of  FY  1994  funds  by  species  group  with  number  of  species  for  which 
funds  were  expended.   A  breakdown  by  park  is  not  currently  available. 

Species  Group  Funds      Number  of  Species 

Birds  $1,487,656  16 

Mammals  1,472,500  15 

Invertebrates  292,800  18 

Fishes  266,850  6 

Reptiles/  Amphibians   241,500  6 

Plants  139.720  20 

Total  $3,901,026  81 

236.   Question:   How  does  this  compare  with  the  past  3  years? 

Answer:  Fiscal  year  1994  expenditures  totalled  more  than  $3.9  million.  The 
following  teible  summarizes  NPS  expenditures  for  Federally- listed  species  from  FY 
1991  through  FY  1993 .  Dollars  are  in  millions  and  the  number  of  species  is  given 
in  parenthesis. 
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1991  1992  1993 

Birds             1.4  (14)  1.2  (20)  1.2(24) 

Mammals           1.7  (16)  1.3  (15)  .7(21) 

Invertebrates      .2(5)  .2(5)  .1(18) 

Fishes             .1  (12)  .1  (13)  .3(14) 

Reptiles/Amphibs   .2  (8)  .6  (  9)  .4(  8) 

Plants             .06  (12)  .05  (15)  .04 (18) 

Total             3.8   (67)  3.4  (77)  2.7  (103) 
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QOSSTIOH  FROM  CONGRBSSMAN  REGULA 

C0YAB06A  VALLEY  NATIONAL  RBCRBATZON  AREA 

OPERATIONS 

1.  Question:  Last  year  we  discussed  at  length  the  problems  imposed  by  the 
FTE  ceilings  on  the  operations  budget  at  Cuyahoga.  While  I  note  that  Cuyahoga 
got  up  to  122  FTE  which  is  an  improvement  over  the  109  projected  last  year,  it 
did  not  reach  the  level  anticipated  when  Congress  increased  the  park's  operating 
budget  in  FY  1994.  What  is  the  status  of  staffing  needs  at  the  park  euid  how 
specifically  has  Cuyahoga  managed  to  address  the  operations  needs  Congress 
recognized  within  the  FTE  ceilings? 

Answer:  Cuyahoga  Valley  has  identified  a  total  need  of  139  FTE's  to 
conduct  the  programs  funded  by  Congress  in  FY  1995  for  park  operations  and  day 
labor  construction  projects.  Of  this  total,  127  FTE's  are  needed  on  a  continuing 
basis  for  park  operations  and  12  FTE's  are  needed  for  the  preservation  of 
historic  structures  and  other  construction  appropriation  funded  work  performed 
by  park  employees.  In  addition  to  its  base  of  122  FTE's,  the  park  has  been 
allocated  an  additional  10  seasonal  FTE's  for  FY  1995  only.  The  remaining  FTE 
need  will  be  covered  through  lapses  of  positions  throughout  the  Region,  as  the 
year  progresses.  The  National  Park  Service,  like  all  Federal  agencies,  is  under 
Congressional  mandate  to  reduce  FTE  and  to  downsize  operations.  Through  an 
ambitious  reorganization  effort  and  by  shifting  FTE  from  central  offices  to  the 
parks,  the  Service  is  attempting  to  meet  its  mission  goals  by  placing  as  many 
employees  in  the  parks  as  possible.  As  the  reorganization  and  downsizing  process 
is  still  incomplete  and,  indeed,  ongoing,  changes  will  occur  to  the  FTE  targets 
shown  at  parks  as  the  "estimate"  for  FY  1995.  "Final"  FTE  amounts  for  FY  1995, 
by  park,  will  be  shown  in  the  FY  1997  Budget  Justifications. 

2.  Question:  Has  Cuyahoga  increased  the  use  of  contracting  out  and  has 
this  proven  cost  effective? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA  did  increase  its  use  of  service 
contracting  because  of  the  FTE  ceiling;  however,  the  park  is  not  planning  to 
continue  that  approach  in  FY  1995  because  it  found  that  it  could  obtain  a  better 
end  result  at  less  cost  by  having  park  employees  perform  the  work. 

3.  Question:  Has  Cuyahoga  had  to  return  to  contracting  out  services  such 
as  mowing  and  custodial  maintenance  which  the  park  had  found  to  be  more  cost 
effectively  performed  in-house? 

Answer:  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA  is  not  contracting  for  work  that  it  has  found 
to  be  more  effectively  performed  by  park  employees. 

4.  Question:  In  general  are  more  parks  moving  to  increased  use  of 
contracted  services  versus  in-house  operations  because  of  the  FTE  ceilings  and 
generally  is  this  cost  effective? 

Answer:  In  general,  parks  should  be  using  the  contracting  process  only 
where  it  makes  sense  and  is  cost  effective.  Most  parks  are  inhibited  more  by 
dollar  constraints  than  they  are  by  FTE  ceilings. 

5.  Question:  Specifically  what  planned  positions  at  Cuyahoga  remain 
unfilled  and  please  rank  these  in  priority  order? 
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Answer:  The  following  positions  are  approved  and  are  awaiting 
classification  and  recruitment  actions: 

Utility  Systems  Operator 

Railroad  Motor  Vehicle  Operator  (2  positions) 

HVAC  Mechanic 

Environmental  Education  Operations  Supervisor 

Telecommunications  Operator 

Secretary 

Property  Disposal  Clerk 

6.  Question:  Last  year  you  testified  that  in  less  than  two  years 
visitation  at  Cuyahoga  had  increased  by  115  percent  and  that  the  park  might  soon 
be  among  the  top  20  visited  parks  in  the  National  Park  System.  What  is  the 
current  visitation  and  has  it  broken  into  the  top  20? 

Answer:  The  number  of  recreational  visits  to  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA  for  FY 
1994  was  2,933,773.  This  ranks  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA  as  number  24  out  of  the  301 
park  units  listed  as  separate  administrative  entities  listed  in  the  Park  and 
Program  Summary. 

7.  Question:  What  is  the  $80,000  increase  and  2  FTEs  in  the  park 
operations  account  for  visitor  services  specifically  targeted  toward? 

Answer:  One  FTE  and  $50,000  will  be  used  for  Towpath  Trail  patrols  by  park 
rangers  during  the  summer  and  weekends.  The  Ranger  will  be  used  to  provide 
assistance  to  Towpath  Trail  users  and  to  enforce  park  regulations .  One  FTE  and 
$30,000  will  be  used  for  interpretive  activities  on  the  Towpath  Trail  and  for 
developing  publications  and  other  information  material. 

8.  Question:  What  is  the  $70,000  and  2  FTEs  in  park  operations  for 
maintenance  specifically  targeted  for? 

Answer:  One  FTE  and  $50,000  will  be  used  to  maintain  the  Towpath  Trail 
while  the  other  FTE  and  $20,000  will  be  used  for  maintenance  work  on  other  trails 
throughout  the  park . 

9.  Question:  Will  the  proposed  $150,000  operations  increase  fully  address 
the  maintenance  and  patrol  needs  associated  with  the  Towpath?  Will  these 
increases  result  in  24  hour  patrols  during  the  peak  summer  months? 

Answer:  No.  An  additional  FTE  and  $  20,000  could  be  used  to  conduct 
maintenance  operations  on  the  Towpath  Trail  at  an  improved  level.  An  additional 
6  FTE  and  $300,000  would  be  needed  to  fund  24-hour  patrols  on  a  year-round  basis, 
while  4  FTE  and  $210,000  more  would  be  needed  for  24-hour  patrols  between  April 
and  November . 

CONSTRUCTION 
VIRGINIA  KENDALL  UNIT  UTILITIES 

10.  Question:  The  FY  1993  appropriation  bill  provided  $2,427,000  for 
sewer  rehabilitation  at  the  Virginia  Kendall  unit.  Last  year  you  indicated  that 
construction  began  in  October  of  1993  and  was  to  be  completed  by  October  1994. 
What  is  the  status  of  the  construction? 

Answer:  Construction  is  95%  completed.  Estimated  completion  date  is  June 
15,  1995. 

11.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  the  eventual  connection  of  a 
water  line  to  a  municipal  water  source  was  uncertain  and  depended  on  the  City  of 
Cuyahoga  Falls  installing  a  water  line  to  a  high  school  near  Virginia  Kendall 
unit.  Has  the  city  made  any  further  decision  on  installing  the  water  line  and 
what  is  the  impact  on  the  park  if  any  of  delaying  the  completion  of  this  project? 
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Answer:  The  City  of  Cuyahoga  Falls  has  solicited  bids  to  provide  city 
water  to  Woodridge  High  School  and  a  new  junior  high  school.  That  water  line 
would  be  connected  to  Summit  County.  Their  long  range  plan  is  to  acquire  the 
water  supply  system. 

The  park  remains  concerned  about  the  production  capacity  of  the  present  well 
system.  Increased  visitation  coupled  with  the  installation  of  flush  systems  at 
the  Virginia  Kendall  day  use  areas  heighten  concerns  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
existing  well  system  which  only  produces  9  gallons  per  minute. 

12.  Question:  Is  the  current  estimate  for  connecting  the  water  line  still 
$256,000? 

Answer:   The  current  estimate  for  connecting  the  water  line  is  $252,000. 

RIVERBANK  STABILIZATION 

13.  Question:  Have  the  new  restroom  facilities  at  the  Virginia  Kendall 
Hills  day  use  area  been  completed? 

Answer:  All  restroom  facilities  have  been  completed  except  for  those  at 
the  Virginia  Kendall  Lake  area.  The  estimated  completion  date  is  June  IS,  1995. 

14.  Question:  The  new  towpath  trail  continues  to  be  impacted  by  long  term 
erosion  caused  by  the  Cuyahoga  River.  Planning  funds  ($185,000)  were  provided 
in  FY  1994  for  this  project  and  $300,000  was  provided  in  FY  1995  for  riverbank 
stabilization.  This  was  not  the  full  amount  of  $1.6  million  that  the  park 
indicated  was  needed  to  address  the  areas  that  had  been  identified  and  analyzed. 
With  the  funds  provided  have  you  been  able  to  address  the  areas  that  you 
indicated  last  year  needed  "immediate  attention"  and  have  you  alleviated  the 
potential  safety  hazard  to  towpath  users? 

Answer:  Currently  one  contract  for  bank  stabilization  adjacent  to  the 
Towpath  Trail  north  of  Pleasant  Valley  Road  is  nearing  completion.  Contract 
documents  are  being  finalized  to  address  the  next  highest  priority  located  near 
Hathaway  Road  adjacent  to  the  Towpath  Trail.  That  project  should  be  completed 
by  summer,  1995.  With  these  two  projects  completed  the  highest  priority  safety 
hazards  will  have  been  resolved. 

15.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  the  potential  for  collapse  of  the 
canal  embankment  was  high.  Has  that  hazard  been  averted  with  the  FY  1995  funding 
and  what  is  needed  to  fully  stabilize  the  riverbank? 

Answer:  Yes.  With  the  completion  of  work  at  the  two  locations  noted  above 
the  two  most  critical  areas  of  concern  will  have  been  taken  care  of.  There  are, 
however,  three  other  areas,  identified  by  the  park's  consulting  engineers,  which 
are  still  considered  as  very  high  or  high  priority  for  remediation.  Final  cost 
estimates  for  these  areas  have  not  yet  been  prepared. 

16.  Question:  Has  the  completed  towpath  been  evaluated  and  prioritized 
for  action  with  respect  to  stabilization  needs  and  what  is  the  estimated  cost  to 
steUsilize  these  areas? 

Answer:  A  comprehensive  study  has  been  conducted  by  the  park's  consultant, 
EDG,  and  their  subconsultant,  Biohabitats .  Priorities  for  remedial  action  at  27 
locations  adjacent  to  the  Towpath  Trail  and  Valley  Railway  have  been  identified. 
Including  necessary  rip-rap  and  gabion  basket  installation,  bioengineered  slope 
protection,  and  associated  drainage  structures,  estimated  cost  is  $1.3  million. 

17.  Question:  Are  there  areas  of  problems  that  would  continue  to  threaten 
safe  operation  of  the  railroad  that  have  not  been  steibilized? 
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Answer:  Yes.  The  study  prepared  by  EDG  identifies  areas  adjacent  to  the 
Valley  Railway  that  are  very  high  and  high  priority  for  remediation.  Due  to 
their  proximity  to  the  railroad,  they  are  considered  risks  principally  from  an 
engineering  perspective,  but  also  from  a  safety  perspective  as  well. 

18.  Question:  Do  we  still  face  the  threat  of  losing  historic  resources 
eind  areas  of  the  towpath  itself  from  this  erosion  problem? 

Answer:  Yes.  Also  identified  in  the  EDG  study  are  areas  of  potential 
impact  to  the  Towpath  ranging  from  very  high  priority  to  low  priority  for 
remediation.  All  sites  require  attention,  some  as  soon  as  resources  will  allow, 
and  others  will  not  require  attention  for  at  least  ten  years  unless  a  storm  event 
significantly  alters  river  flow.  In  any  event,  they  all  serve  as  potential 
threats  to  the  historic  resource  until  remediation  is  completed. 

19.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  a  procedure  for  continuous 
monitoring  was  being  instituted  to  identify  future  impacts  of  the  river  to  the 
towpath  and  the  railway  before  they  become  major  problems.  Is  that  monitoring 
system  in  place  and  how  is  it  working? 

Answer:  The  study  conducted  by  EMG  is  the  first  step  in  establishing  a 
monitoring  program.  Based  on  the  study,  the  park  will  institute  a  monitoring 
program  this  year.  Routine  daily  and  weekly  inspections  of  the  Valley  Railway 
euid  Towpath  Trail  are  currently  being  conducted  by  park  Maintenance  and  TAPS 
Division  staff. 

OHIO  AND  BRZB  CANAL  TOWPATH 

20.  Question:  While  I  recognize  that  when  it  first  opened  the  towpath  had 
an  enormous  impact  on  the  park  in  terms  of  increased  visitation,  has  that 
increase  leveled  off  or  does  visitation  and  use  of  the  towpath  continue  to 
increase? 

Answer:  In  calendar  year  1994,  recreation  visits  to  Cuyahoga  Valley 
totalled  3,266,401  making  the  park  the  20th  most  visited  park  in  the  entire 
National  Park  System.  Cuyahoga  Valley  visits  were  1,396,307  in  1992;  rising  63 
percent  to  2,266,153  in  1993;  rising  over  30  percent  to  approximately  3,00,000 
in  1994;  and  already  rising  again  in  1995,  possibly  resulting  in  over  3,700,000 
visits  in  1995.  Cuyahoga  Valley  has  record  monthly  visitation  for  January, 
214,032;  February,  266,180;  March  210,386.  These  three  months  normally  account 
for  the  least  number  of  visitors  each  year  at  Cuyahoga  Valley.  We  do  not  have 
specific  figures  for  use  of  the  towpath  only,  but  it  obviously  continues  to  drive 
the  visitation  increase. 

21.  Question:  Has  the  use  of  the  towpath  exceeded  the  expectations  and 
if  so,  what  impact  is  this  having  on  the  maintenance  needs  of  the  park?  Is  the 
towpath  well  maintained? 

Answer:  The  response  to  the  towpath  has  been  overwhelming.  Several 
additions  have  been  made  to  the  maintenance  staff  and  equipment  fleet 
specifically  for  this  purpose.  The  towpath  is  presently  well  maintained. 
However,  the  dramatic  increase  in  visitation  and  the  effects  of  time  will  test 
our  current  capabilities.  Past  deferred  requests  for  additional  personnel  may 
need  to  be  reviewed.  Personnel  have  been  taken  from  other  areas  to  work  on  the 
Towpath . 

22.  Question:  Are  there  any  additional  facilities  needs  such  as  restrooms 
and  parking  to  meet  the  towpath  visitor  needs  and  if  so  what  are  the  estimated 
costs  of  these  facilities? 
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Answer:  Yes,  the  park  has  identified  3  locations  where  restroom  facilities 
are  desirable.  They  are  at  the  Frazee  House  Trailhead,  Station  Road  Bridge 
Trailhead,  and  the  Indian  Mound  Trailhead.  A  "generic"  restroom  design  has  been 
prepared  that  estimates  cost  for  a  structure  and  tie  into  local  utility  systems, 
such  as  water,  sewer,  electrical,  and  gas,  at  $199,000  per  facility.  Two 
additional  parking  areas,  one  at  the  planned  Fitzwater  Trailhead  and  an  expansion 
of  the  Hunt  Farm  lot  are  needed  at  a  cost  of  $350,000. 

23.  Question:  Specifically  are  sanitary  facilities  adequate  in  the  park 
and  how  many  portable  toilets  are  in  the  park? 

Answer:  With  the  addition  of  3  restrooms,  facilities  are  adequate.  There 
are  presently  25  portable  toilets  throughout  the  park  which  are  serviced  by 
contract.  Many  of  these  are  located  at  smaller  areas  and  are  used  only 
seasonally. 

24.  Question:  How  are  you  meeting  the  maintenance,  interpretation  and  law 
enforcement  needs  you  have  identified  in  the  past  as  needed  because  of  the 
towpath? 

Answer:  Interpretive  and  law  enforcement  needs  are  generally  being  met  by 
staff  members  who  are  meeting  and  greeting  the  public  on  bicycles  and  on  foot  on 
the  trail;  the  Hunt  Farm  Visitor  Information  Center  is  staffed  summers  and 
weekends;  and  a  large  "Towpath  Trailblazers"  volunteer- led  bicycle  patrol  is 
being  implemented  this  spring.  Maintenance  needs  are  currently  being  handled  by 
an  additional  2.3  FTE.  Future  anticipated  needs  have  been  identified  and  will 
be  addressed,  as  budget  allowances  and  priorities  dictate. 

25.  Question:  I  was  suirprised  to  learn  that  Cuyahoga  has  one  of  the  most 
active  law  enforcement  incident  rates  in  the  National  Park  Service.  Does  the 
budget  fully  meet  these  law  enforcement  needs  and  why  does  Cuyahoga  have  this 
problem? 

Answer:  Although  Cuyahoga  Valley  is  located  near  two  metropolitan  areas, 
the  occurrence  of  serious  law  enforcement  incidents  such  as  car  clouting  and 
muggings  is  extremely  low.  The  number  of  recorded  incidents  may  be  relatively 
high  due  to  the  facts  that  visitation  has  dramatically  increased  and  a  large  area 
is  covered.  In  1994,  the  park  participated  in  the  Visitor  Management  and 
Resource  Protection  Assessment  Program  (VRAP) ,  a  servicewide  effort  to  quantify 
the  current  number  of  Resource  and  Visitor  Protection/Management  rangers  and  to 
relate  that  information  to  the  actual  need  to  adequately  provide  necessary 
services.  Based  on  this  assessment,  the  number  of  additional  rangers  needed  to 
adequately  protect  visitors,  as  well  as  cultural,  and  natural  resources  within 
the  park,  and  to  handle  the  increasingly  large  number  of  visitors  was  estimated 
at  41  FTE.  Staff  reviews  of  the  recommendations  have  modified  the  estimate  to 
carry  out  identified  responsibilities  to  be  26  FTE. 

26.  Question:  Have  you  been  able  to  go  to  24  hour  patrols  at  least  during 
the  peak  summer  months? 

Answer:  The  park  has  not  implemented  24  hour  patrol  during  any  period  of 
the  year .   This  is  not  a  high  priority  for  the  Superintendent . 

EVERETT  VILLAGE  STRUCTURES 

27.  Question:  For  the  record,  could  you  provide  an  update  on  what 
additional  Everett  Village  structures  have  been  rehabilitated  and  what  uses  these 
structures  are  being  put  to? 

Answer:  Rehabilitation  of  Everett  Village  started  in  1993  with  the 
completion  of  four  structures  three  of  which  are  associated  with  the  new  Hunt 
Farm  Trailhead.  The  Matthews  House  was  also  completed  and  is  used  as  living 
quarters  for  student  interns  serving  as  staff  for  the  Cuyahoga  Valley 
Environmental  Education  Center.    Other  Everett  houses  (Duncan,  Muar)  were 
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rehabilitated  in  1994  to  be  used  for  the  same  purpose.  In  1995  the  Hawkins  House 
will  be  rehabilitated  as  the  park  library  and  offices  for  the  curatorial /archival 
center.  The  Stewart  and  Sager  buildings  will  be  rehabilitated  and  the  Osborne 
House  will  be  made  available  as  living  quarters  for  student  interns. 

HISTORIC  STKDCTURB  RESTORATION 


28.    Question: 
structure  restoration. 


Last  year  $1,000,000  was  appropriated  for  historic 
What  is  the  status  of  this  effort? 


Answer:  This  is  an  ongoing  effort  to  deal  with  a  large  backlog  of  historic 
structures  in  the  park.  Most  of  the  current  effort  focuses  on  Everett  Village 
structures.  In  addition  to  rehabilitation  and  restoration  work  on  structures, 
funds  were  used  to  meet  Sec.  106  compliance,  archeology  costs  and  infrastructure 
needs  such  as  water,  sewer,  gas  and  electricity. 


Structure 

Matthews 

Muar 

Holland 

Frazee 

HHCC 

Lock  29  RR 

Archeology/Compliance 

Utilities/Misc. 

Site  work 

Supervision 


Est.  Cost 
$167,000 

175,000 
15,000 
35,000 
55,000 

114, 000 
44,000 
97,000 
30,000 

130,000 


Intended  Use 
EEC  housing 
EEC  housing 
CA 

Exhibits 
Lease/CA 
Rest rooms 


29.   Question:   For  the  record,  provide  a  listing  of  what  structures  are 
being  restored  and  the  estimated  cost  and  intended  use  of  each  structure. 

Answer : 


Structure 

Hardy 

Stewart 

Sager 

Osborne 

Hawkins  House 

Compliance 

Archeology 

Utilities 


Est.  Cost 

$229,000 

21, 000 

21, 000 

124,000 

383,000 

33,000 

75,000 

83,000 


Intended  Use 
EEC  Housing 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
EEC  Housing 
Library/Offices 


30.   Question:   What  is  needed  in  FY  1996  to  continue  this  effort  and  why 
is  this  a  priority  for  the  park? 

Answer:   $980,000  could  be  used  in  FY96  to  systematically  preserve  the 
park's  most  significant  historic  structures. 


The  preservation  of  historic  structures  is  one  of  the  fundamental  missions  of  the 
park.  A  substantial  backlog  of  historic  structures  located  throughout  the  park 
is  in  need  of  stabilization  and  rehabilitation.  Some  would  be  candidates  for  the 
historic  property  leasing  program  or  sellback  to  the  private  sector  with 
restrictive  deed  easements.  Failure  to  continue  with  this  program  will  result 
in  the  loss  of  national  register  properties. 

31.  Question:  For  the  record  provide  a  priority  listing  of  historic 
structures  which  you  would  like  to  renovate  and  what  use  you  intend  to  make  of 
the  structure? 
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Answer : 

PRI. 

STRUCTURE 

1 

Johnson  House 

2 

Kassel  House 

3 

Hawkins  Barn 

4 

Lavicka  House 

5 

Gracey 

6 

Everett  General  Store 

7 

Bender  Barn 

8 

Vaughn  Farm 

9 

Birth  House 

10 

Hraback  Farm 

11 

Duffy/Richards 

12 

Holland  House 

13 

Dzersinski  House 

14 

Volkert  House 

15 

Gleason  House 

16 

Swan 

17 

Schumaker 

18 

Jurovat 

19 

Fabbeo  Barn 

20 

Stanford  Bam 

21 

Lindley  Barn 

22 

Prussak  Barn 

23 

Kurowski  Barn 

24 

Biro 

25 

Wallace 

26 

Gifford 

INTENDED  USE 

EEC  housing 

sellback 

curatorial  storage 

EEC  housing 

NPS  office  space 

NPS  office  space 

agriculture  lease 

sellback 

sellback 

sellback 

lease 

sellback 

Public  rest  rooms,  offices 

sellback 

undetermined 

undetermined 

stabilization 

NPS  office  space 

lease/MOU 

lease/MOU 

lease/MOU 

lease/MOU 

lease/SUP 

lease/SUP 

lease/SUP 

NPS  office  space 


DEMOLITION  OF  ABANDONED  UNSAFE  STRUCTURES 

32.  Question:  Last  year  $260,000  was  appropriated  to  remove  abandoned 
structures.  What  is  the  status  of  this  effort  and  is  additional  funding  needed 
in  FY  1996? 

Answer:  Nine  properties  were  removed  and  the  sites  reclaimed  in  1994.  In 
FY96  $300,000  could  be  used  to  conduct  asbestos  assessments,  remove  vacant 
structures  and  conduct  site  restoration  on  12  tracts  of  land. 

33.  Question:  For  the  record  could  you  describe  the  nature  of  these 
structures  and  the  problems  they  pose  for  park  visitors  in  terms  of  safety  and 
health  hazards? 

Answer:  We  have  13  structures  known  to  contain  asbestos  requiring  removal. 
We  expect  to  acquire  22  structures  through  1999  and  an  additional  67  structures 
over  the  following  ten  years. 

Requested  funding  for  the  demolition  program  is  needed  to  remove  structures  that 
have  been  acquired  by  the  NPS  and  are  currently  vacant  representing  possible 
safety  problems  for  the  public.  As  structures  deteriorate,  they  are  increasingly 
difficult  to  secure  from  entry  and  vandalism.  In  past  years,  such  structures 
have  been  used  in  a  suicide  and  have  been  used  to  hide  the  victim  of  a  homicide. 
In  addition,  they  become  a  blight  on  the  landscape  and  an  embarrassment  to  the 
park.  Funds  are  needed  to  conduct  asbestos  assessments,  remove  vacant 
structures,  and  conduct  associated  site  restoration.  This  involves  removing 
buildings,  septic  tanks,  cisterns,  driveways  and  parking  areas  at  former 
commercial  and  residential  sites  determined  excess  to  park  needs. 

RIVBRVIBW  ROAO 


34.   Question:   Last  year  you  indicated  the  park  was  unsuccessful  in 
securing  Public  Lands  Highways  funds  for  the  improvements  needed  for  Riverview 
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Road.   What  is  being  done  to  address  the  needed  improvements  on  this  road  and 
what  is  the  estimated  total  cost  of  the  needed  work? 

Answer:  Without  Public  Lands  Highways  funds  the  only  funds  available  are 
a  portion  of  a  $250,000  annual  appropriation  for  road  assistance  parkwide.  In 
FY  1995  $66,000  will  be  provided  to  repair  8,000  feet  of  Riverview  Road. 

35.  Question:  Does  this  project  continue  to  be  a  high  priority  for  the 
park  and  if  so  why? 

Answer:  Yes.  Riverview  Road  is  the  main  scenic  park  road.  It  is  heavily 
traveled,  and  parts  of  the  road  are  poorly  engineered  and  in  bad  condition. 

KRSJCI  DUMP 

36.  Question:  While  funding  for  the  Krejci  cleanup  has  been  transferred 
to  the  new  HAZMAT  account  in  BLM,  which  includes  a  requested  $4  million  for  FY 
1996,  could  you  provide  a  status  report  on  the  cleanup  efforts  at  the  site? 

Answer:  The  removal  of  unconsolidated  waste  from  the  west  site  was 
completed  in  FY  1995.  No  further  waste  removal  is  anticipated  at  this  time, 
pending  completion  of  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study.  This  study, 
mandated  by  the  Administrative  Consent  Order  issued  by  Ohio  EPA,  will  determine 
if  the  site  in  its  present  condition  represents  an  unacceptable  risk  to  human 
health  and  the  environment.  Depending  on  the  results  of  that  study,  further 
remediation  at  the  site  may  or  may  not  be  required. 

37.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  substantially  greater 
queuitities  of  hazardous  waste  than  originally  estimated  were  encountered  at  the 
site  and  available  funding  was  not  sufficient  to  allow  removal  of  all  of  the 
unconsolidated  wastes,  leaving  an  estimated  9,000  tons  of  consolidated  hazardous 
waste  on  the  site.  Does  that  still  remain  at  the  site  and  if  so  are  there  plans 
to  eventually  remove  all  the  unconsolidated  waste  from  the  site? 

Answer:  All  consolidated  hazardous  waste  estimated  to  remain  at  the  site 
in  the  last  briefing  statement  still  remains.  The  Remedial  Investigation  will 
identify  if  these  wastes  represent  an  unacceptable  risk  to  human  health  and/or 
the  environment.  The  Feasibility  Study  will  identify  the  range  of  potential 
alternatives  that  can  remediate  any  identified  unacceptable  risks.  Additional 
removal  of  waste  would  be  an  alternative  evaluated  by  the  Feasibility  Study,  but 
various  treatment  methods  and  engineering  controls  will  also  be  considered.  The 
CERCLA  process  mandates  that  a  remedial  alternative  must  meet  the  following 
criteria: 

Be  protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment. 

Attain  "applicable  or  relevant  and  appropriate  requirements." 

Be  cost  effective. 

Utilize  permanent  solutions  and  alternative  treatment  technologies 

or  resource  recovery  technologies  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Satisfy  the  preference  for  treatment  that   reduces   toxicity, 

mobility,  or  volume  as  a  principal  element 

Each  alternative  will  be  weighed  against  nine  evaluation  criteria; 
Overall  protection  of  human  health  and  the  environment. 
Compliance  with  ARARS . 

Long  term  effectiveness  and  permanence. 
Reduction  of  toxicity,  mobility,  or  volume. 
Short  term  effectiveness  eind  permanence. 
Implementability . 
Cost. 

State  acceptance. 
Community  acceptance . 
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Under  the  terms  of  the  Consent  Order,  Ohio  EPA  will  select  which  alternative  is 
to  be  implemented,  and  document  that  decision  in  a  Record  of  Decision. 

38.  Question:  Has  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS) 
work  begun  and  when  is  that  study  expected  to  be  completed? 

Answer:  The  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  was  initiated  in 
October  of  1994.  Onsite  investigations,  idle  during  the  winter  months,  were 
restarted  in  April  of  1995 .  Most  field  investigation  work  is  expected  to  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  July.  However,  if  water  bearing  zones  are  identified  in 
the  subsurface  of  the  site,  the  work  plan  requires  that  the  zones  be  monitored 
for  at  least  1  year. 

Evaluation  of  the  collected  data,  development  of  the  Remedial  Investigation 
Report,  and  development  of  the  Feasibility  Study  are  expected  to  take  place 
during  FY  1996  and  into  early  FY  1997.  These  reports  will  be  subject  to  Ohio  EPA 
review  and  approval  prior  to  the  development  of  the  Record  of  Decision. 

39.  Question:  What  was  accomplished  with  the  $4.2  million  provided  in  FY 
1995  and  what  is  planned  to  be  accomplished  with  the  $4  million  requested  in  FY 
1996? 

Answer:  The  $4.2  million  completed  the  unconsolidated  waste  removal  work 
as  projected  and  continued  the  development  of  the  RI/FS  work  plan  and  cost 
recovery  efforts. 

The  $4  million  will  be  utilized  to  conduct  remedial  investigation  field  work  and 
laboratory  analyses  and  to  evaluate  data  to  be  used  in  developing  the  Remedial 
Investigation  Report  and  Feasibility  Study.  The  Remedial  Investigation  will 
include  the  development  of  a  Baseline  Risk  Assessment  which  will  conclude  if  the 
site  in  its  current  condition  represents  an  unacceptable  risk  to  human  health  and 
the  environment . 

40.  Question:  To  date,  approximately  $23  million  has  been  spent  at  the 
site.  Do  you  have  any  realistic  estimate  at  this  point  as  to  what  additional 
funding  will  be  required  to  fully  remediate  this  site? 

Answer:  As  noted  in  the  response  to  question  37,  the  Feasibility  Study 
will  determine  the  range  of  remedial  alternatives  which  can  address  the  risks 
identified  in  the  Remedial  Investigation.  If  unacceptable  risk  is  not 
identified,  the  expenditure  of  additional  funding  to  remediate  the  site  will  not 
be  necessary.  However,  given  what  is  known  about  the  site,  this  is  not  a  likely 
scenario. 

More  probable  scenarios  would  include  the  implementation  of  engineering  controls 
(site  fencing,  site  covers,  and  barriers) ,  insitu  or  exsitu  treatment,  or 

additional  removal  of  wastes.  The  costs  of  these  alternatives  range  from  nominal 
(fencing  combined  with  property;  liens  against  further  development)  to  tens  of 

millions  of  dollars  for  treatment  and/or  removal  alternatives. 

Once  a  Record  of  Decision  is  issued,  the  NPS  will  probably  be  directed  by  Ohio 
EPA  to  begin  a  Remedial  Design/Remedial  Action  (RD/RA)  process  at  the  site.  An 
accurate  assessment  of  the  total  cost  of  remediation  can  be  made  at  that  time. 
As  with  the  RI/FS,  this  process  will  be  performed  under  the  regulatory  review  and 
authority  of  Ohio  EPA.  From  the  time  the  RI/FS  is  completed,  it  can  be  expected 
that  at  least  a  full  year  would  be  required  to  issue  the  ROD  and  initiate  the 
Remedial  Design  process.  A  consideration  of  funding  availability  relative  to  the 
Federal  budget  process  should  be  considered  as  the  NPS  negotiates  the  RD/RA 
consent  order  with  Ohio  EPA. 

41.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  Justice  could  not  proceed  with 
their  efforts  to  obtain  cost  recovery  from  the  responsible  parties  until 
sufficient  evidence  had  been  obtained  connecting  the  hazardous  waste  generated 
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by  the  potential  responsible  party  and  the  hazardous  waste  stream  identified  at 
the  Krejci  site.   Has  that  connection  been  made? 

Answer:  Since  last  year,  the  Department  of  Justice  (DOJ) ,  Department  of 
the  Interior's  Office  of  the  Solicitor  (SOL) ,  and  the  NPS  have  taken  constructive 
steps  to  develop  the  necessary  connection  between  waste  at  the  site  and  relevant 
activities  of  potentially  responsible  parties  (PRPs) .  Although  the  federal 
government  is  not  presently  in  a  position  of  issuing  demand  letters  to  PRPs  or 
filing  suit,  the  necessary  foundation  is  being  laid  with  all  due  speed. 
Specifically,  the  DOJ  and  NPS  personnel  have  examined  extensively  the  pertinent 
records  of  the  USEPA,  State  of  Ohio  EPA,  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA,  and  personal  files 
of  other  parties  to  identify  PRPs  and  gather  critical  documents.  Furthermore, 
the  DOJ  and  NPS  personnel  have  engaged  in  several  investigations  in  areas 
surrounding  the  site  in  order  to  informally  interview  relevant  parties  and  gain 
information  regarding  historic  activities  at  the  site. 

Currently,  the  NPS,  DOJ,  and  SOL  personnel  are  in  the  process  of  developing  and 
distributing  information  request  letters  pursuant  to  CERCLA  104 (e)  to  those 
persons  likely  having  information  regarding  the  site  and  historic  activities  at 
the  site.  Information  received  from  the  104(e)  responses  will  be  used  to  tailer 
administrative  depositions  to  be  conducted  in  the  matter.  Each  of  these 
activities  are  critical  steps  in  formulating  a  strong  cost  recovery  case  and 
further  action  is  predicated  upon  the  results  of  these  efforts. 

42.  Question:  I  understand  a  task  force  has  been  established  to  expedite 
cost  recovery  at  the  Krejci  site.  What  is  the  purpose  of  this  task  force  etnd  has 
this  approach  been  used  before  and  with  what  success? 

Answer:  The  task  force  was  created  pursuant  to  Secretarial  Order  No.  3188 
(March  1,  1995)  in  order  to  facilitate  advancement  of  the  cost  recovery  action 
and  to  expedite  recovery  in  the  Krejci  matter.  More  specifically,  the  task  force 
was  created  to  circumvent  the  bureaucratic  difficulties  associated  with 
developing  the  cost  recovery  action  and  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  high-ranking 
legal  and  policy-enforcing  personnel  within  the  DOI .  This  approach  was 
instituted  after  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  and  was  instrumental  in  contributing 
to  the  federal  government's  eventual  $1  billion  recovery. 

43.  Question:   Why  is  no  one  from  the  park  a  member  of  the  Task  Force? 

Answer:  The  task  force  was  created  to  pool  the  efforts  of  legal  and  policy 
personnel  within  the  Department  in  order  to  advance  the  cost  recovery  action. 
Although  park  personnel  have  been  instrumental  and  highly  effective  in  overseeing 
site  response  actions,  such  personnel  lack  the  legal  and  technical  expertise  to 
fulfill  the  goals  of  the  task  force.  It  should  be  recognized  that  the  role  of 
the  task  force  is  limited,  and  historically  efforts  have  been  and  will  continue 
to  be  made  to  keep  the  Superintendent  and  his  staff  fully  informed  and  highly 
involved  in  all  critical  decisions  regarding  the  cost  recovery  action. 

44.  Question:  What  specifically  will  the  task  force  do  to  expedite 
recovery? 

Answer:  Prior  to  formal  creation  of  the  task  force,  relevant  parties  had 
been  in  close  contact  in  an  effort  to  coordinate  the  development  of  the  cost 
recovery  action,  to  analyze  relevant  CERCLA  authorities,  and  to  plan  for  the 
delegation  of  such  authorities  within  the  Department.  The  delegation  was 
accomplished  in  the  Secretarial  Order  establishing  the  task  force,  and  served 
to  greatly  advance  development  of  the  cost  recovery  action.  The  task  force  is 
presently  coordinating  the  distribution  of  CERCLA  104 (e)  information  request 
letters;  preparing  for  administrative  depositions  pursuant  to  CERCLA  122; 
researching  legal  issues  pertinent  to  the  development  of  legal  action;  and 
overseeing  the  development  of  evidence  against  potentially  responsible  parties. 
The  coordinated  efforts  of  the  task  force  in  these  areas  is  critical  in  advancing 
this  case. 
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45.  Question:  The  task  force  terminates  in  January  of  1997.  Do  you 
anticipate  their  work  being  complete  by  that  date  and  why  after  all  this  time  do 
you  believe  the  task  force  can  accomplish  what  no  one  else  has  been  able  to  do? 

Answer:  Anticipating  the  length  of  legal  actions  of  this  nature  is 
difficult,  yet  all  indications  suggest  that  the  goals  of  the  task  force  will  be 
met  by  January  1997.  Prior  to  that  point,  if  such  goals  have  not  been  met,  then 
efforts  may  be  initiated  to  lengthen  the  duration  or  permanently  install  the  task 
force.  The  creation  of  the  task  force  itself  indicates  that  advancing  the  Krejci 
cost  recovery  is  a  high  priority  within  the  Department.  Never  before  have  the 
present  level  and  quality  of  resources  been  brought  to  bear  upon  this  case,  and 
real  progress  is  being  made  as  a  result . 

46.  Question:   Has  the  Ohio  EPA  approved  the  RI/FS  work  plan? 

Answer:  We  have  verbal  approval  from  Ohio  EPA  to  proceed,  pending  final 
comments  and  written  approval . 

BOSTON  COMPANY  STORE 

47.  Question:  Last  year  $1.7  million  was  appropriated  to  restore  the 
Boston  Company  Store .  You  indicated  last  year  that  this  was  one  of  the  highest 
priority  projects  for  the  park  because  of  the  threat  of  structural  failure  and 
the  risks  to  the  site  of  vandalism  or  arson.  The  Senate  has  proposed  rescinding 
this  funding.   What  is  the  potential  impact  of  this  action? 

Answer:  Boston  Company  Store  is  the  most  significant  canal-related 
structure  within  the  park.  FY  1994  Funds  were  used  to  complete  planning  and 
design  for  restoration  and  site  improvements.  Construction  drawings  are  complete 
and  the  project  is  to  be  advertised  for  bid  in  May,  1995.  As  part  of  the 
research  and  planning  phase,  historic  building  fabric  was  removed  which  cannot 
be  reinstalled.  The  result  is  a  building  which  cannot  be  completely  sealed  to 
the  elements.  The  costs  of  not  completing  the  project  are  the  loss  of  the  monies 
already  invested  in  the  project,  the  continued  deterioration  of  an  historic 
resource,  and  the  constant  threat  of  damage  or  loss  from  vandalism  or  arson. 

48.  Question:  If  the  funding  is  not  rescinded  when  do  you  anticipate 
construction  being  completed  and  is  funding  sufficient  to  complete  the  project? 

Answer:  In  the  event  this  project  is  dropped  from  the  proposed  FY  1995 
Rescission  Bill,  contract  advertisement  could  be  made  in  May,  1995.  Award  could 
be  made  in  August,  1995,  and  the  project  would  take  12  months  to  be  completed. 
Based  upon  completed  planning  and  construction  drawings,  the  amount  appropriated 
for  FY  1995  should  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  restoration  of  the  Boston 
Company  Store . 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EDUCATION  CENTER 

49.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  the  park  has  identified  the 
need  for  one  additional  building  at  the  EE  Center  but  that  you  planned  to  develop 
a  foundation-based  fund  raising  program  to  fund  the  planning  and  construction  of 
this  facility.   What  is  the  status  of  those  efforts? 

Answer:  At  this  time,  a  detailed  programmatic  needs  assessment  for  the 
proposed  facility  has  been  developed.  No  foundations  have  been  approached.  Park 
staff  will  work  with  Cuyahoga  Valley  Association  staff  to  develop  a  proposal  emd 
fund  raising  approach  this  year. 
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RAIL  LINK  BRIDQB  AND  TRACK 

50.  Question:  $1.8  million  was  appropriated  last  year  for  continued 
repair  of  railroad  tracks  and  bridges.  What  is  the  status  of  that  effort  and 
what  are  the  needs  in  FY  1996?  Why  does  this  continue  to  remain  a  priority  for 
the  park? 

Answer:  Considerable  progress  has  been  made  to  date.  Slope  stabilization 
of  three  high  priority  areas,  and  upgrading  of  3.8  miles  of  track  are  nearing 
completion  this  spring.  A  contract  to  replace  bridges  and  culverts  and  correct 
drainage  problems  was  commenced  this  spring,  with  the  bridge  rehabilitation  at 
Hillside  Road  already  completed. 

Planning  to  upgrade  auiother  6.3  miles  is  scheduled  this  year  with  contract  award 
anticipated  later  in  calendar  year  1995.  An  interim  repair  to  remedy  slope 
stabilization  problems  at  State  Route  82  is  to  be  undertaken  this  year.  Long 
term  plans  for  remedying  ongoing  problems  in  the  vicinity  of  State  Route  82  are 
to  be  completed  this  year.  This  project  is  being  accomplished  in  collaboration 
with  the  State  of  Ohio  Dept .  of  Transportation. 

Improvements  to  facilities  that  serve  the  Valley  Railway,  such  as  parking  areas 
euid  boarding  platforms  are  also  to  be  undertaken  this  year. 

An  estimated  $150,000  for  planning  and  $4,731,000  for  construction  could  be  used 
in  FY96 .  This  will  allow  the  park  to  continue  rehabilitation  of  the  Valley 
Railway  and  to  develop  a  much  needed  rail  maintenance  facility  within  the  park. 

The  preservation  of  the  Valley  railway  is  needed  to  assure  that  this  National 
Register  Historic  District  railroad  can  continue  to  be  utilized  in  a  safe  manner 
by  the  general  public.  Year  round  passenger  excursion  service  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  park's  program  to  provide  access  to  the  park  and  its  wide  range  of 
public  use  facilities. 

51.  Question:   Do  you  consider  any  of  these  repairs  safety  related? 

Answer:  Yes.  We  have  prioritized  the  need  for  rehabilitation  of  bridges 
and  track  so  as  to  assure  safe  operation  for  excursion  passenger  service. 

52.  Question:  Planning  funds  were  provided  in  FY  1994  to  design  a  new 
maintenance  facility.  What  is  the  status  of  that  effort  and  are  construction 
funds  needed  in  FY  1996? 

Answer:  Topographic  survey  work  of  the  site  has  been  completed  using  the 
appropriated  funds.  The  NPS  is  currently  negotiating  cost  with  a  consultant 
recommended  by  an  A/E  review  panel  in  fall,  1994.  It  is  anticipated  that  a 
consultant  will  begin  design  on  the  maintenance  facility  as  soon  as  a  contract 
is  executed.  It  is  anticipated  that  this  will  occur  this  spring.  As  part  of  the 
$4.7  million  estimate  for  construction  funds  noted  previously,  $1.5  million  would 
be  utilized  towards  development  of  the  railroad  maintenance  facility. 

53.  Question:  $180,000  in  planning  was  also  provided  for  railroad 
facilities.   What  specifically  was  that  funding  used  for? 

Answer:  The  process  to  finalize  award  of  the  contract  for  design  of  the 
railroad  maintenance  facility  and  an  indefinite  quantity  contract  for  engineering 
and  design  work  required  to  maintain  the  railroad  is  ongoing.  Eighty  firms  were 
contacted,  proposals  were  submitted  and  reviewed,  and  3  firms  were  interviewed. 
A  firm  has  been  selected,  and  negotiations  are  being  conducted  concerning  final 
cost.   This  process  should  be  completed  by  May,  1995. 

54.  Question:  What  progress  has  been  made  since  last  year  on  implementing 
rail  service  between  the  park  and  downtown  Cleveleuid?  What  is  the  status  of  the 
efforts  to  link  the  railroad  from  Akron  to  Cleveland  through  the  park? 
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Answer:  Progress  continues  to  be  made  toward  linking  the  cities  of  Akron 
and  Cleveland  with  the  valley  railroad.  The  State  of  Ohio  appropriated  $2.7 
million  in  the  capital  outlay  budget  for  acquisition  of  track  and  right-of-way 
from  the  park  boundary  into  the  cities  of  Akron  and  Cleveland  and  for 
improvements  related  to  providing  public  access  such  as  parking  lots  and 
platforms.  A  draft  agreement  is  complete  between  the  state  and  the  NPS  for 
acceptance  of  these  funds.  Negotiations  are  in  progress  with  CSX  for  acquiring 
trackage  from  Rockside  Road  to  Tower  City  in  downtown  Cleveland.  Owners  of  Tower 
City  have  agreed  to  general  terms  for  access  to  their  property  by  rail .  The  park 
is  working  with  Akron  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  and  Summit  County  Port 
Authority  to  secure  the  necessary  trackage  into  Quaker  Square  in  downtown  Akron. 

55.  Question:  Have  you  moved  to  contracting  out  for  the  services 
necessary  to  maintain  the  railroad  and  if  so  what  are  these  services  costing? 

Answer:  In  the  past  year,  four  contracts  have  been  awarded  for  railroad 
maintenance  work.  Vegetation  removal  was  completed  at  a  cost  of  $100,000.  Tie 
and  rail  replacement  began  last  fall  and  continues.  The  amount  of  that  contract 
is  $500,000.  Work  also  continues  on  contracts  for  bridge  rehabilitation,  culvert 
replacement  and  drainage  structures  at  $387,825  and  for  slope  stabilization  at 
$250,000.  Additional  projects  such  as  rehabilitation  of  crossings,  improvement 
of  switches  and  construction  of  associated  drainage  structures  have  been 
identified  as  contract  work.  Specifications  have  been  developed.  Currently, 
remaining  funds  for  this  contract  work  are  being  identified. 

56.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  private  fund  raising  efforts  to  date 
to  support  the  railroad  operation  and  why  is  this  an  important  asset  and  resource 
to  the  park? 

Answer:  Based  on  plans  outlined  in  their  master  plan,  the  Cuyahoga  Valley 
Scenic  Railroad  has  implemented  an  aggressive  fund  raising  campaign  to  further 
capital  improvements.  To  date,  $1.9  million  has  been  raised  from  private 
sources,  including  individuals  and  foundations. 

The  valley  railroad  is  a  National  Register  listed  resource.  The  railroad  and  its 
associated  corridor  through  the  valley  are  integral  to  the  story  of  the  history 
of  the  area  and  its  development.  The  NPS  seeks  to  preserve  this  important 
resource  and  considers  it  a  key  component  of  park  visitor  operations.  The 
railroad,  as  determined  in  the  park's  General  Management  Plan  and  Transportation 
Plan,  is  important  to  providing  access  to  the  park  for  the  millions  living  in  the 
cities  of  Cleveland  and  Akron  and  for  providing  an  alternative  mode  of 
transportation  for  visitors. 

ARHIN6T0N  DAM 

57.  Question:  $200,000  was  appropriated  in  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  for 
safety  modifications  at  the  Armington  Dam  Number  1.  What  is  the  status  of  this 
project? 

Answer:   The  project  has  been  completed. 

SNOHVZLLE  AND  DOVER  RECLAMATION 

58.  Question:  While  planning  funds  were  provided  in  FY  1994  to  address 
the  reclamation  needs  at  the  Snowville  and  Dover  sites,  no  construction  funding 
was  provided.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  problem  at  these  sites  and  what  is 
needed  to  reclaim  theses  areas? 

Answer:  These  areas  are  steep-sided  disturbed  sites  which  have  had  all 
vegetation  removed  resulting  in  severe  erosion.  Sites  are  in  the  center  of  the 
park  and  are  highly  visible.  To  reclaim  the  sites,  extensive  regrading,  re- 
channelization  of  the  water  flow  and  installation  of  vegetative  cover  are 
required. 
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59.  Question:  Is  reclamation  of  these  sites  a  priority  for  the  park  cuid 
if  so  why? 

Answer:  Reclamation  of  these  sites  is  6th  in  priority  for  the  park. 
However,  projects  relating  to  historic  structures,  stabilization  of  the  towpath 
euid  railroad,  euid  safety  concerns  must  necessarily  remain  ahead  of  the  work 
needed  at  these  sites . 

60.  Question:   Is  there  any  risk  in  delaying  the  reclamation  work? 

Answer:  The  risk  associated  with  delaying  the  work  lies  in  continued 
exacerbation  and  worsening  of  the  identified  problems  and  a  continued  blight  on 
the  landscape . 

TZNKBRS  CREBK  AQUEDnCT 

61.  Question:  While  planning  funds  were  provided  in  FY  1994  for  the 
replacement  of  the  aqueduct  which  carries  the  Ohio  &  Erie  Canal  over  Tinkers 
Creek,  no  construction  funds  were  provided  to  replace  the  90  year  old  aqueduct. 
Does  this  pose  a  serious  safety  hazard  and  threat  to  park  resources? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  condition  of  the  structure  has  been  identified  as  poor 
and  could  pose  a  potential  safety  hazard  if  the  structure  should  collapse, 
although  the  likelihood  of  people  being  on  the  aqueduct  when  failure  would  occur 
is  remote.  As  an  integral  part  of  the  Ohio  &  Erie  Canal  National  Historic 
Laindmark  District  the  loss  of  the  aqueduct  would  be  considered  a  negative  impact 
on  a  major  park  cultural  resource. 

62.  Question:  What  is  needed  to  replace  the  aqueduct  in  FY  1996  and  is 
this  a  priority  for  the  park? 

Answer:  The  current  estimate  for  replacement  of  the  aqueduct  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  historic  sandstone  abutments  is  $1,100,000.  This  project 
is  currently  identified  as  priority  number  9  in  the  park  OPR.  We  are  currently 
discussing  this  issue  with  American  Steel  and  Wire,  who  by  virtue  of  their 
hydraulic  lease  on  this  section  of  the  canal,  may  be  willing  to  cost  share  on 
this  project. 

JAITB  PAPER  MILL 

63.  Question:  What  is  the  current  estimated  cost  for  demolition  of  the 
Jaite  Mill  and  why  is  this  a  priority  for  the  park? 

Answer:  Current  cost  estimate  for  demolition  of  the  Jaite  Mill  is 
$10,300,000  ($3,900,000  to  remove  remaining  asbestos  and  the  unburned  portion  of 
mill;  $6,400,000  to  complete  demolition  of  all  other  elements  at  the  site  and  the 
comprehensive  restoration  of  the  site) . 

Funding  for  the  demolition  of  the  Jaite  Mill  is  needed  to  remove  a  potential 
safety  hazard  next  to  the  heavily  use  Ohio  and  Erie  Canal  Towpath.  The  majority 
of  the  roof  is  collapsing.  Asbestos  is  present  as  heating  pipe  wrap  as  well  as 
throughout  the  roof,  and  is  in  advanced  stages  of  deterioration. 

64.  Question:  Could  this  project  be  phased  and  if  so  what  is  the  minimum 
funding  necessary  in  FY  1996? 

Answer:  The  project  could  be  phased.  Small  portions  of  the  Mill  have  been 
removed.  A  contract  is  being  bid  for  the  removal  of  above  ground  storage  tanks. 
The  most  critical  need  is  the  removal  of  asbestos  containing  material.  Estimated 
cost  for  asbestos  removal  is  $3,900,000. 
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CONSTRDCTION  PRIORITIES 

65.  Question:  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  priority  listing  of 
construction  and  planning  needs  for  Cuyahoga  and  the  estimated  costs  of  each 
project? 

Answer:   Please  see  the  enclosed  chart. 

Planning 

Priority    Project  Funds  Needed 

1.    Railroad  Facilities  $   150,000 

Construction 

1.  Historic  Structures  Rehabilitation  980,000 

2.  Repair  Tracks/Bridges/Facilities  Valley  RR  4,731,000 

3.  Riverbank  Stabilization  1,300,000 

4.  Remove  Abandoned  Structures  300,000 

5.  Jaite  Paper  Mill  Demolition  10,300,000 

6.  Dover  and  Snowville  Site  Restoration  1,606,000 

7.  Rehab  Water  Control  Structures  on  Canal  406,000 

8.  Trailhead  Rest  Room  199,000 

9.  Tinkers  Creek  Aqueduct  1,100,000 
LAND  ACQUISITION  -  CUYAHOGA  VALLEY  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

66.  Question:  No  money  is  provided  in  FY  1996  for  land  acquisition  in 
Cuyahoga.   What  is  the  status  of  land  acquisition  in  the  park? 

Answer:  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area  was  established  in  1974 
and  contains  a  total  of  32,525  acres.  The  Service,  as  of  March  31,  1995,  has 
obligated  $114,001,519  for  the  acquisition  of  18,406  acres.  Of  the  remaining 
14,119  non-Federal  acres  within  the  boundary,  2,016  acres  have  been  identified 
for  acquisition  after  fiscal  year  1995.  The  NPS  estimates  the  value  of  the  2,016 
at  $44  million.  The  land  acquisition  program  at  Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA  is  ongoing, 
utilizing  funds  that  have  been  appropriated.  Land  acquisition  at  Cuyahoga  Valley 
did  not  receive  a  high  enough  priority  ranking  to  be  accommodated  within  the 
budgetary  allowance  for  land  acquisition  requested  in  the  FY  1996  President's 
Budget . 

67.  Question:  What  was  accomplished  with  the  $2  million  appropriated  in 
FY  1995? 

Answer:  Thus  far  in  fiscal  year  1995,  $1,050,000  has  been  obligated  for 
the  acquisition  of  approximately  50  acres. 

68.  Question:  What  is  the  current  estimated  land  acquisition  backlog  at 
Cuyahoga? 

Answer:  After  fiscal  year  1995,  approximately  2,016  acres  of  privately 
owned  land  will  remain  to  be  acquired  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $44  million. 

69.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  proposed  uses  at  the  Richfield 
Coliseum? 

Answer:  The  owner,  the  Gund  Foundation,  continues  to  evaluate  possible 
uses  for  the  site  such  as  large-scale  retail/wholesale  outlets,  shopping  centers, 
and  high-density  residential  development.  The  site  is  located  outside  of  but 
adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area.  The  owner 
has  indicated  to  the  Service  that  the  most  profitable  use  of  the  site  would  be 
for  a  large-scale  retail  complex.    The  Service  has  expressed  concern  that 
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increased  traffic  at  such  a  development  would  adversely  impact  efforts  to 
preserve  the  natural  resources  and  viewsheds  of  the  national  recreation  area. 
The  landowner  and  the  Service  continue  to  discuss  alternatives.  Federal 
accjuisition  of  all  or  a  portion  of  the  property  for  inclusion  in  Cuyahoga  Valley 
National  Recreation  Area  would  require  a  boundary  revision. 

70.  Question:  Do  you  currently  have  any  high-priority  acquisition  needs 
at  the  park? 

Answer:  There  are  two  tracts  containing  a  total  of  117  acres  which  are 
threatened  with  subdivision  and  other  development  that  are  high-priority 
acquisition  needs  of  the  park.  It  is  estimated  that  the  total  cost  to  acquire 
the  two  tracts  will  be  approximately  $2,600,000.  In  fiscal  year  1996,  the 
Service  will  re-examine  the  recommendations  of  the  park's  Land  Protection  Plan 
regarding  acquisition  needs  and  priorities  at  Cuyahoga. 

71.  Question:  Optimally,  how  much  money  is  needed  in  FY  1996  to  continue 
the  land  acquisition  program  at  Cuyahoga? 

Answer:  It  is  estimated  that  $3  million  could  be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1996 
to  acquire  the  two  tracts  threatened  with  subdivision  and  to  pay  deficiencies  on 
condemnation  cases. 

72.  Question:  Your  budget  shows  $200,000  for  a  planned  land  exchange  in 
fiscal  year  1995.  Could  you  elsiborate  on  the  proposed  exchange?  Have  land 
exchanges  been  used  with  any  frequency  at  Cuyahoga? 

Answer:  There  are  two  major  metropolitan  park  systems  in  the  State  of  Ohio 
that  are  within  the  boundary  of  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area: 
Cleveland  Metro  Parks  and  Akron  Metropolitan  Park  District.  Public  Law  102-431 
dated  October  23,  1992  (106  stat.  2211),  was  enacted  specifically  to  provide  the 
Service  with  the  authority  to  acquire  by  exchange  pviblicly  owned  lands  within  the 
boundary  of  the  national  recreation  area  that  are  owned  by  the  State  of  Ohio. 
Using  that  authority,  the  Service  will  seek  to  acquire  by  exchange  the 
metropolitan  park  lands  within  the  boundary  of  the  park.  In  fiscal  year  1995, 
the  Service  is  in  the  initial  stage  of  the  exchange  process  which  could  take 
several  years  to  complete.  Administrative  costs  for  this  phase  could  reach 
$200,000  which  would  be  used  to  cover  archeological  studies,  hazardous  material 
surveys,  euid  title  and  appraisal  costs. 

GENERAL 

73.  Question:  I  read  a  recent  article  in  the  Akron  Beacon  Journal  about 
the  growing  deer  problem  in  the  area  and  that  this  is  impacting  the  park.  Could 
you  comment  on  the  work  of  the  task  force  looking  at  this  problem  and  what  are 
the  potential  solutions? 

Answer:  The  park  is  participating  in  a  Deer  Management  Task  Force  formed 
through  the  Cuyahoga  Valley  communities  Council.  An  "area  of  concern"  of  about 
200,000  acres  has  been  identified  for  study  which  includes  an  area  larger  theui 
the  involved  communities  and  the  33,000  acre  park.  Cleveland  Metroparks, 
MetroParks,  Serving  Summit  County,  the  Wildlife  Division  of  Ohio  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  the  Ohio  Farm  Bureau  are  also  participants  in  the  group. 

The  group  is  collecting  data  on  numerous  conditions  in  the  area  of  concern. 
These  conditions  include  an  index  of  abundance  of  deer  via  spotlight  survey; 
number  and  location  of  deer/vehicle  collisions;  identification  of  the  overlapping 
hunting  prohibitions  in  the  area;  preferred  cind  least  preferred  vegetation 
studies;  deer  pellet  surveys;  deer  counts  via  helicopter;  deer  necropsy  study  to 
determine  herd  health;  winter  browse  survey;  and  a  public  opinion  survey. 

Generally,  data  is  continuing  to  be  collected.  In  order  to  devise  appropriate 
solutions,  the  NPS  must  base  its  actions  on  valid  scientific  data.   Long-term 
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solutions  cannot  yet  be  identified. 

The  task  force  has  taken  several  interim  actions  to  inform  and  educate  the  public 
about  the  issue.  The  task  force  issued  press  releases  last  fall  during  the 
season  in  which  most  deer/vehicle  collisions  occur  to  alert  the  public  to  the 
increased  deer  activity  and  how  best  to  avoid  problems.  They  also  put  out  a 
publication  entitled  "Guide  to  Living  with  White-Tailed  Deer"  in  April  1994. 
This  is  a  helpful  publication  for  property  owners  on  what  decisions  they  can  make 
at  home  to  co-exist  with  the  white-tailed  deer.  In  addition,  the  park  has  just 
hired  its  first  Wildlife  Biologist  to  continue  to  expand  this  study  and  others 
to  scientifically  gather  data  on  park  wildlife.  We  will  continue  to  work  with 
the  task  force  and  provide  information  to  the  public. 

74.  Question:  The  State  has  been  pushing  for  increased  hunting  to  control 
the  herds.  I  understand  that  Park  Service  opposes  this  approach.  Is  there  any 
way  a  controlled  hiont  could  be  acceptable  and  absent  a  hunt  what  are  the 
alternatives? 

Answer:  The  Division  of  Wildlife  of  the  Ohio  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  is  seeking  to  encourage  public  hunting  as  its  means  of  controlling 
possible  overabundance  of  deer  and  other  animals  as  well.  Public  hunting  is  an 
illegal  activity  in  most  of  the  area  of  concern,  including  on  Federal  park  lands. 
There  are  shared  safety  and  resource  concerns.  An  example  is  Delaware  Water  Gap 
NRA  which  had  15,000  hunters  in  the  park  on  opening  day  of  the  deer  gun  season 
last  year.  We  feel  that  a  public  hunt  on  Federal  lands  will  not  be  necessary 
since  we  already  have  the  option  of  direct  reduction  by  qualified  NPS  staff  if 
that  should  prove  necessary.  With  increasing  visitation,  continuing  residential 
use,  proximity  to  roads  and  populated  areas,  we  do  not  encourage  any  change  to 
the  present  illegality  of  public  hunting  on  Federal  lands. 

JAMES  A.  GARFIELD  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  SITE 

75.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  rehabilitation  of  the  James  A. 
Garfield  National  Historic  Site? 

Answer:  Carriage  House  restoration,  landscaping  phase  I,  and  planning  and 
design  for  the  main  house  restoration  are  complete.  Exhibit  fabrication  contract 
for  the  carriage  house  will  be  awarded  in  summer,  1995.  Cataloging  and 
conservation  of  artifacts  are  in  progress .  Concept  design  is  complete  for  main 
house  exhibits  and  work  is  progressing  on  a  final  plan.  The  Historic  Structure 
Report  is  being  prepared  for  the  outbuildings. 

Visitor  Center:  Construction  of  the  Carriage  House  is  nearly  complete  with  final 
inspection  scheduled  for  April,  1995.  Harpers  Ferry  Center  is  in  the  process  of 
contracting  the  exhibit  package  for  production.  Anticipated  contract  award  is 
September  30,  1995.   Installation  of  exhibits  is  expected  in  April,  1996. 

Asbestos  Abatement:  The  asbestos  abatement  contract  which  includes  work  mostly 
on  the  Main  House  was  awarded  on  September  30,  1994.  The  contract  work  was 
delayed  when  the  park  decided  they  did  not  want  the  contractor  responsible  for 
moving  artifacts  in  the  way.  A  notice  to  proceed  was  issued  for  April  10,  1995. 
Expected  completion  is  May,  1995. 

Lcindscape:  A  portion  of  the  site  (the  north  and  west  sides)  has  been  broken  out 
into  a  separate  phase.  This  phase  was  awarded  in  November.  A  notice  to  proceed 
was  issued  on  January  23,  1995  but  work  on  site  was  not  to  begin  until  March  15, 
1995.   Expected  completion  is  June  1,  1995. 

Main  House:  The  construction  document,  which  includes  all  the  work  on  the  main 
house  and  the  remaining  site  work,  is  95%  complete.  We  expect  to  send  the 
documents  out  for  100%  review  by  the  end  of  April,  1995.  Currently,  there  is  no 
funding  for  construction. 

Main  House  Exhibits:   The  final  changes  to  the  design  documents  by  the  A/E  were 
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sent  to  Harpers  Ferry  Center  on  March  31,  1995.  If  accepted,  these  documents 
will  be  distributed.  Harpers  Ferry  Center  will  be  responsible  for  completion  of 
the  next  design  phase  contract  documents. 

Outbuildings:  Draft  copies  of  the  completed  historic  structure  report  will  be 
distributed  for  review  by  the  first  week  of  May,  1995.  Design  on  the 
outbuildings  will  start  in  May  with  expected  completion  by  November,  1995. 

76.  Question:  Has  construction  on  the  Carriage  House  been  completed  as 
planned? 

Answer:  Construction  is  complete  on  the  Carriage  House,  entrance  road, 
parking,  rest  rooms  and  related  site  development.  Final  inspection  is  scheduled 
for  end  of  April,  1995.   The  Carriage  House  Visitor  Center  is  nearly  complete. 

77.  Question:  $351,000  was  appropriated  for  planning  last  year.  What  is 
being  accomplished  with  those  funds  and  what  is  the  next  logical  phase  of  this 
construction  and  what  is  the  cost? 

Answer:  Funds  were  used  to  complete  architectural  and  engineering  and 
design  for  the  main  house  and  to  complete  preliminary  design  for  main  house 
exhibits.  The  appropriated  funds  cover  the  design  work  for  the  outbuildings  and 
design  for  the  main  house  exhibits.  The  next  phase  is  the  construction  of  the 
main  house  and  outbuildings.  The  gross  estimate  for  the  main  house  and 
outbuilding  construction  is  $3,800,000.  An  estimated  $413,000  is  needed  to 
continue  conservation  of  the  historic  furnishings  collection  for  the  main  house. 
Planning  funds  needed  are  $85,000. 

78.  Question:   Can  this  project  be  further  phased? 

Answer:  There  has  been  discussion  on  the  phasing  of  the  work,  whether  the 
main  house  and  outbuildings  could  be  accomplished  as  separate  phases  or  combined 
into  one  phase.  The  consensus  is  to  combine  the  construction  of  the  main  house 
and  the  outbuildings  into  one  package.  Fewer  mobilizations  by  a  contractor  will 
be  necessary,  and  it  makes  more  effective  use  of  construction  supervision 
personnel.  Also,  upon  the  completion  of  the  main  house  phase  all  the  site  areas 
will  be  rehabilitated,  therefore  future  construction  will  impact  sections  of  the 
site  already  completed  (for  access  and  staging) .  However,  the  two  phases  could 
be  separated  if  the  total  construction  funding  to  cover  both  is  not  available. 

DAYTON  AVIATION  HERITAGE  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PARK 

79.  Question:  Have  Commissioners  been  appointed  to  the  Dayton  Commission 
and  if  so  what  role  are  they  playing  in  advising  the  Park  Service  with  respect 
to  park  operations? 

Answer:  The  commissioners  have  been  appointed  to  a  limited  advisory  role. 
Appointment  to  a  fully  operational  role  may  soon  be  possible  depending  upon 
passage  of  a  bill  now  introduced  to  amend  language  of  the  enabling  legislation. 

The  commissioners  are  now  working  with  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  the 
park  partners  to  begin  participating  in  the  park  planning  process.  Activities 
scheduled  to  date  include  an  April  6th  welcoming  reception,  an  April  25th  meeting 
with  park  neighbors,  an  April  26th  General  Management  Plan  workshop  with  park 
partners  and  commissioners,  and  a  June  15th  commission  business  meeting. 

80.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  general  management  planning 
process  for  the  park? 

Answer:  The  planning  process  is  underway  and  ongoing  following  a  period 
this  winter  when  the  process  was  slowed  due  to  personnel  reassignments .  A  four 
member  planning  team  is  working  under  a  team  captain  at  the  Denver  Service  Center 
with  additional  team  members  from  the  Harpers  Ferry  Center  and  the  Midwest 
Regional  Office,  all  working  with  the  park  superintendent  and  park  partners.  In 
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addition  to  the  activity  schedule  above,  the  main  focus  of  the  team  is  directed 
to  those  short  term  projects  funded  by  the  Dayton  community,  with  a  completion 
goal  for  the  1996  Dayton  Region  Bicentennial.  A  new  park  brochure  and  newsletter 
are  in  final  stages  of  production.  As  the  newly  appointed  Commission  begins  its 
work  in  support  of  the  park,  the  General  Management  Plan  team  will  work  closely 
to  provide  orientation  and  support  to  the  commission. 

81.  Question:  Can  the  Commission  currently  play  any  constructive  role  in 
this  planning  process? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  commission  is  entering  the  process  before  any  final 
decisions  or  commitments  have  been  made.  The  commission  will  be  able  to  review 
the  planning  work  to  date,  and  almost  immediately  begin  to  participate  and  advise 
regarding  the  ongoing  project.  With  the  goal  of  having  the  park  fully 
operational  for  the  2003  Centennial  of  Flight,  the  commission  is  on  board  to 
advise  and  guide  the  efforts. 

HOPEWELL  CULTURE  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PARK 

82.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  the  park  is  due  to  have  a 
completed  inventory  of  human  remains  and  associated  funerary  objects  is  to  be 
completed  and  provided  to  culturally  affiliated  Indian  tribes  by  November  16, 
1995.   Are  you  on  schedule  to  complete  this  task? 

Answer:  The  park  is  on  schedule  to  meet  the  November  16,  1995  deadline  for 
the  inventory  of  human  remains  and  associated  funerary  objects  as  required  by 
Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act.  In  Fiscal  Year  1994  the 
park  began  work  to  complete  the  required  skeletal  analysis  on  the  human  remains 
contained  in  the  park's  collections.  Dr.  Paul  Sciulli,  Department  of 
Anthropology  at  Ohio  State  University,  is  conducting  the  analysis  and  is  on 
schedule.  In  addition,  the  park  began  developing  the  inventories  and  for 
correcting  and  updating  the  park's  collection  records.  The  park  also  initiated 
and  sustained  the  consultation  process  with  the  historic  tribes. 

In  FY  1995,  the  park  is  continuing  the  consultation  process.  In  addition,  work 
scheduled  includes  the  development  of  the  required  memorandums  of  agreement  with 
the  three  federally  recognized  Shawnee  tribes  for  inadvertent  and  deliberate 
discoveries,  completing  the  manual,  automating  catalog  records,  performing 
necessary  curatorial  work,  and  assembling  the  completed  and  updated  inventories. 

83.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  general  management  planning 
process.  I  know  it  was  scheduled  to  get  underway  last  year  but  is  not  listed  in 
the  budget  as  an  ongoing  project.   Has  it  been  completed? 

Answer:  The  General  Management  Plan  (GMP)  process  is  approximately  50% 
complete.  The  planning  process  began  June  1994  with  a  Purpose  and  Significance 
Workshop  which  included  the  planning  team  and  representatives  from  other  federal, 
state  and  local  agencies  and  organizations.  Initial  consultation  with  the 
historic  tribes  was  completed  in  August  1994.  The  first  public  workshop  was  held 
in  November  1994  with  the  first  planning  newsletter  issued  just  prior  to  the 
workshop.  The  second  public  workshop  was  held  in  January  1995  to  help  develop 
the  draft  meuiagement  alternatives  for  the  plan.  Plans  are  to  issue  the  second 
newsletter  by  May  focusing  on  the  draft  management  alternatives.  The  second,  and 
perhaps  the  last,  on  site  consultation  on  the  GMP  with  the  historic  tribes  will 
be  completed  in  April  1995  with  the  next  public  workshop  to  be  held  this  summer. 

As  part  of  the  GMP  process  the  Interpretive  Prospectus  is  significantly  revised 
and  brought  up  to  date.  The  draft  Interpretative  Themes  have  gone  through 
extensive  public  review  and  comment  and  are  nearing  their  final  forum.  The 
interpretive  planning  team  is  scheduled  to  be  in  the  park  in  July  1995.  The 
draft  GMP  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  September  1995. 
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84.  Question:  The  budget  shows  Hopewell  receiving  a  $75,000  operations 
increase  for  visitor  services  and  1  FTE.  What  specifically  will  this  increase 
be  used  for? 

Answer:  The  position  identified  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  is  a 
combined  law  enforcement  and  resource  management  position.  As  detailed  in  the 
1996  Budget  Justification,  the  position  will  be  used  to  focus  on  preventing 
vandalism  by  providing  patrols  and  enforcement,  investigation  of  incidents 
including  the  loss  of  archaeological  resources  as  a  result  of  looting  and 
poaching,  the  management  and  protection  of  natural  resources,  protection  of  park 
property,  and  visitor  protection  and  services.  The  park  currently  has  no 
position  available  to  carry  out  these  duties.  Expansion  of  the  park  boundaries 
and  the  geographically  dispersed  nature  of  the  park  makes  this  position  critical. 

WILLIAM  HOWARD  TAFT  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  SITE 

85.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  private  sources  may  be 
available  for  some  of  the  cost  of  constructing  new  facilities  at  the  William 
Howard  Taft  National  Historic  Site  once  planning  was  completed.  What  is  the  cost 
of  planning  this  project  and  what  level  of  cost  share  do  you  believe  is  possible 
for  this  project? 

Answer:  The  initial  estimate  of  cost  for  the  entire  building,  including 
planning,  design,  development  of  construction  documents  and  specifications,  and 
the  actual  building  of  the  structure  is  $1.8  million.  Of  this  amount,  the 
Friends  of  William  Howard  Taft  Birthplace,  Inc.  (Friends)  have  committed 
themselves  to  a  goal  of  raising  one  half  of  the  projected  cost  -  $900,000.  To 
date,  the  Friends  have  raised  and  committed  $140,000  to  the  development  of  the 
plans  and  specifications.  All  of  the  planning  and  construction  documents  should 
be  completed  by  the  summer  of  1995  and  all  done  with  no  Federal  money  involved. 
Currently,  a  fund  raising  effort  is  being  initiated  which  will  attempt  to  raise 
the  remainder  of  the  Friends  goal  of  an  additional  $760,000. 

86.  Question:  The  budget  shows  the  William  Howard  Taft  Site  receiving  a 
$7,000  increase.   What  specifically  will  that  increase  provide? 

Answer:  The  increase  represents  the  park's  share  of  a  2.4  percent  across- 
the-board  park  base  increase  for  all  parks.  The  funds  will  be  used  primarily  to 
support  seasonal  interpretive  personnel  in  developing  a  strong  outreach  program 
to  the  community.  One  third  of  the  park's  FY  94  visitation  was  from  school 
groups,  most  of  which  were  inner  city,  youth-at-risk  schools.  Some  of  the 
increase  will  be  used  to  fiind  promotions  and  grade  increases  that  have  taken 
place  in  the  past  year  and  for  other  incremental  increases  in  operating  costs. 

PERRY'S  VICTORY  AND  INTERNATIONAL  PEACE  MEMORIAL 

87.  Question:  I  notice  Perry's  Victory  is  slated  to  receive  a  $35,000 
increase  aind  1  FTE  under  the  prof essionalization  of  resources  stewardship 
initiative.  What  will  this  money  be  spent  on  and  what  are  the  particular 
problems  at  Perry's  Victory  that  prompted  this  initiative? 

Answer:  Staff  shortages  and  operational  priorities  have  precluded  the  park 
from  complying  with  NPS  curatorial  guidelines  pertaining  to  the  preservation  and 
treatment  of  approximately  13,000  historical,  archival,  and  archaeological 
artifacts.  By  staffing  a  curator  position  and  associated  support  services,  the 
park  will  be  able  to  comply  with  NPS  curatorial  mandates  by  implementing 
stabilization  and  preservation  procedures  and  by  eliminating  the  accessioning  and 
cataloging  backlog. 

88.  Question:  Perry's  Victory  also  is  slated  to  receive  $20,000  under  the 
park  operations  initiative  for  visitors  services .   What  is  this  funding  for? 

Answer:   Visitation  has  increased  by  approximately  32%  over  the  past  six 
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years  and  this  upward  trend  is  expected  to  continue .  Corresponding  decreases  in 
scheduled  interpretive  operating  programs  has  resulted.  As  explained  in  the  NPS 
Budget  Justifications,  funding  will  be  utilized  to  reestablish  at  least  two 
weekend  interpretive  evening  programs  and  to  extend  operational  hours  by  no  less 
than  18  hours  per  week.  The  additional  hours  will  help  to  alleviate  the  long 
lines  experienced  by  visitors  to  the  observation  deck. 

89.  Question:  What  is  the  $20,000  and  1  FTE  increase  for  Perry's  Victory 
in  the  park  operations  park  support  account  specifically  targeted  for? 

Answer:  Funding  emd  FTE  is  required  to  offset  the  current  backlog  and 
shortfalls  within  the  overall  park  operation.  Increases  in  operational  expenses, 
use  of  computer  programs,  housing  upkeep,  ongoing  maintenance  programs,  and 
increases  to  visitor  activities  require  additional  administrative  support  for  all 
divisions.  A  part  time  staff  clerk  will  effectively  assist  in  the  processing  of 
the  administrative  workload. 

RUTHERFORD  B.  HAYES 

90.  Question:  The  Park  Service  was  due  to  complete  a  special  resources 
study  of  the  Rutherford  B.  Hayes  Site  in  May.  What  did  the  study  conclude  and 
what  options  for  management  would  the  Park  Service  recommend? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  conducted  a  special  resources  study  for 
the  Rutherford  B.  Hayes  Presidential  Center  in  Fremont,  Ohio.  The  findings  of 
the  study  were  transmitted  to  Congressman  Paul  Gillmor  in  September  1994.  The 
National  Park  Service  was  not  requested  to  make  a  recommendation  and  the  study 
did  not  contain  one.  In  the  study,  the  criteria  for  suitability  and  feasibility 
for  addition  to  the  National  Park  System  were  applied  and  the  following 
conclusions  reached: 

Suitability  -  NPS  Management  Policies  states  that  "an  area  will  be 
considered  suitable  for  addition  to  the  National  Park  System  if  it 
represents  a  .  .cultural  theme.  that  is  not  already  adequately 
represented  in  the  national  park  system,  unless  such  an  area  is  comparably 
protected  and  presented  for  public  enjoyment  by  another  land-managing 
agency . " 

Under  this  policy,  the  Hayes  site  is  considered  not  suitable  for  inclusion 
in  the  system  under  NPS  management,  because  it  is  being  protected  by  a 
competent  non-Federal  entity.  However,  the  property  is  suitable  for 
affiliation  with  the  National  Park  System  and  to  receive  NPS  assistance. 

Feasibility  -  NPS  Management  Policies  states  that  "To  be  feasible  as  a  new 
unit  of  the  National  Park  System,  an  area's  .  .  .  historic  settings  must 
be  of  sufficient  size  and  appropriate  configuration  to  ensure  long-term 
protection  of  the  resources  and  to  accommodate  public  use.  It  must  have 
potential  for  efficient  administration  at  a  reasonable  cost .  Important 
feasibility  factors  include  landownership,  acquisition  costs,  access, 
threats  to  the  resource,  and  staff  or  development  requirements." 

The  study  concluded  that  the  inclusion  of  the  site  in  the  System  is 
feasible.  It  has  high  integrity;  has  a  sufficient  land  base;  has  a  high 
level  of  public  interest  and  support;  is  publicly  owned;  and  suffers  from 
no  significcint  physical  threats.  The  site  has  been  managed  by  two 
professional  cultural  resource -managing  agencies  for  78  years. 

The  study  identified  three  feasible  alternatives  for  management.   These  were: 

Alternative  A:  Continue  Current  Management  -  The  property  would  continue 
to  be  owned  by  the  state  of  Ohio  and,  through  its  agent,  the  Ohio 
Historical  Society,  would  continue  to  be  operated  by  the  Rutherford  B. 
Hayes  Presidential  Center,  Inc.  The  resolution  of  the  issues  identified 
in  the  study  would  remain  the  responsibility  of  the  current  owners  and 
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managers . 

Alternative  B:  Management  by  National  Archives  and  Records  Administration 
In  1992  National  Archives  and  Records  Administration  (NARA)  conducted  a 
study  similar  to  that  conducted  by  NFS,  but  from  an  archives  perspective. 
In  a  report  sent  to  Congressman  Paul  Gillmor  in  early  1993,  the  study 
concluded  that  a  number  of  actions  would  have  to  take  place  before  NARA 
could  asssume  responsibility.  These  actions  included  changes  in  the 
Presidential  Library  Act  of  1955,  changes  in  NARA  policy,  transfer  of 
ownership  of  real  estate  and  other  holdings,  significant  management 
changes.  An  additional  and  significant  issue  was  the  Hayes  home  and 
NARA's  lack  of  experience  or  staff  to  manage  it. 

Alternative  C:  Affiliated  Area  of  the  National  Park  System  -  Under  this 
alternative,  ownership  and  management  of  the  property  would  remain  as  at 
present .  A  partnership  with  the  National  Park  Service  would  be 
established.  Under  affiliated  status,  the  NPS  would  provide  technical  and 
planning  assistance  to  the  site.  The  current  management  would  establish 
and  maintain  standards  of  planning,  documentation,  maintenance, 
operations,  preservation,  public  service,  and  accountability  consistent 
with  those  applicable  to  units  of  the  National  Park  System.  Under 
affiliation,  the  site  would  be  able  to  compete  with  units  of  the  System 
for  funding.  The  specifics  of  an  affiliation  agreement  would  be 
determined  through  a  combination  of  Congressional  direction  and 
negotiation  with  the  managing  agencies. 

The  National  Park  Service  was  not  requested  to  make  a  recommendation  for  the 
management  of  the  Hayes  Presidential  Center,  and  did  not  make  one. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

91.  Question:  What  is  the  potential  impact  on  the  Park  Service  if  the 
National  Biological  Service  is  abolished? 

Answer:  Approximately  175  research  scientists  in  the  National  Park 
Service  were  transferred  to  the  National  Biological  Service  when  the  new  agency 
was  created.  While  in  the  Park  Service,  these  scientists  concentrated  on 
tactical  research  on  species  biology  and  population  dynamics  within  park 
boundaries .  Biological  resource  issues  within  the  boundaries  of  the  National 
Parks  include  endangered  species  preservation,  and  biological  diversity,  land  use 
planning,  fire  suppression  and  ecology,  plant  and  animal  distributions  and 
status,  and  species  specific  work. 

Although  the  former  NPS  scientists  continue  to  perform  park-specific  research 
after  being  assigned  to  the  NBS,  they  have  been  exposed  to  broader  opportunities 
for  conducting  research  that  is  more  strategic  in  nature  than  would  have  been  the 
case  in  NPS.  National  Parks  are  considered  as  parts  of  entire  ecosystems,  with 
biological  and  sociological  processes  influencing  natural  resources  both  within 
and  surrounding  park  boundaries.  Former  NPS  scientists  became  involved  in  NBS' 
12  ecosystem  initiatives,  and  in  some  cases  were  selected  as  the  principal 
investigator.  Former  NPS  research  scientists  assist  in  forming  State 
partnerships,  and  serve  as  peer  reviewers  for  other  NBS  scientific  initiatives 
in  strategic  research.  Although  not  related  to  the  natural  resources  within 
specific  park  boundaries,  such  opportunities  have  broadened  the  expertise  of 
researchers  who  have  been  concerned  primarily  with  National  Park  issues.  If  NBS 
should  be  abolished,  these  opportunities  for  former  NPS  scientists  to  engage  in 
broad,  strategic  research  would  be  reduced. 

Abolishing  NBS  without  returning  the  NPS  research  capability  would  preclude  NPS' 
ability  to  manage  its  vast  biological  resources  with  a  scientifically  valid 
decision-making  process.  The  NPS  must  have  a  strong  science  capability  to  solve 
the  complex  problems  facing  parks  today. 
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92.  Question:  Has  the  existence  of  the  NBS  improved  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  biological  research  for  the  Park  Service? 

Answer:  The  National  Biological  Service  initiated  an  information  needs 
process  to  solicit  research  needs  from  agencies  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  NPS  needs  will  be  considered  along  with  those  of  other  DOI  agencies, 
allowing  for  coordination  and  cooperation  of  NBS  scientists  to  address  the  needs 
of  all  client  agencies.  Since  NPS  will  identify  those  research  needs  that  are 
most  important  to  solving  its  natural  resource  management  problems  and  these 
needs  will  be  subject  to  extensive  peer  review,  the  quality  of  research  received 
from  NBS  should  improve.  Former  NPS  scientists  assist  in  the  peer  review 
process,  ensuring  a  cooperative  effort  to  provide  quality  research.  Also, 
certain  programs  administered  by  the  NBS,  such  as  the  Natural  Resources 
Preservation  Program,  continue  to  provide  research  needs  identified  by  only  the 
Park  Service.  Until  now,  NBS  has  been  completing  research  programs  that  were 
transferred  from  NPS.  NPS  continues  to  believe  that  the  NBS  is  warranted  and 
will  improve  the  quality  of  scientific  research  conducted  for  the  NPS.  Being 
part  of  NBS  allows  research  in  National  Parks  to  compete  favorably  with  other 
similar  needs  rather  than  with  the  many  pressing,  non-research  priorities  of 
parks . 

LAND  ACQUISITION  -  MANASSAS  NATIONAIi  BATTLEFIELD  PARK 

93.  Question:  Last  year  you  indicated  that  Prince  William  Coxinty  had 
appealed  the  decision  that  the  county  was  entitled  to  no  compensation  as  a  result 
of  the  legislative  taking.   What  is  the  status  of  the  appeal? 

Answer:  The  county's  appeal,  consequent  to  Government  action  in  1988 
involving  the  Hazel -Peterson  tract,  has  been  remanded  from  the  Appellate  Court 
emd  will  await  further  decision  by  the  District  Court.  While  the  Service 
maintains  that  the  county  was  not  entitled  to  payment  and  further  that  the  value 
of  the  road  easements  are  negligible,  the  county  is  seeking  up  to  $3,000,000  as 
compensation  for  the  easements. 

94.  Question:  To  date  what  has  been  the  total  Federal  cost  of  the  taking? 

Answer:  The  total  cost  of  the  legislative  taking  to  the  Federal  Government 
to  date  totals  $119,254,089. 

VISITATION 

95.  Question:  You  have  been  indicating  that  visitation  at  the  National 
Park  Service  has  been  increasing  and  yet  your  own  budget  numbers  show  a  decline 
in  FY  1992,  FY  1993,  and  FY  1994.  An  article  in  the  Anchoraoe  Daily  News  also 
points  out  that  visitation  is  down  for  the  second  year  in  a  row  except  in  Alaska. 
How  do  you  reconcile  these  numbers  with  your  contention  that  visitation  to  the 
National  Parks  continues  to  increase? 

Answer:  National  Park  Service  recreational  visitation  in  1994  was  8% 
higher  than  in  1974.  An  annual  variation  of  1  or  2  percent  in  succession  is 
expected  within  any  time  series  of  data  --  such  as  the  small  decreases  that 
occurred  in  1993  and  1994.  From  1991  to  1992,  the  NPS  actually  showed  a  3 
percent  increase.  Such  year-to-year  occurrences  are  not  trends.  The  trend  is 
that  public  demand  for  and  use  of  parks  has  increased  significantly  fifteen  out 
of  the  last  twenty-three  years  (since  1971) .  Variations  in  park  visitation 
reflect  current  prevailing  factors  that  are  beyond  NPS  control,  such  as  weather 
conditions,  gasoline  pricing,  foreign  exchange  rates  which  impact  travel  from 
cibroad,  and  general  economic  conditions  that  impact  disposable  income  and 
vacation  plans.  Some  of  these  factors  affect  visitation  in  only  certain  regions 
of  the  country.  For  that  reason,  some  parks  show  substantial  visitation 
increases,  even  in  years  when  total  NPS  visitation  is  slightly  down  from  the 
prior  year.  For  1995  and  1996,  we  are  projecting  total  recreational  visitation 
increases  of  eibout  2%  each  year,  despite  the  minor  visitation  declines  in  the  two 
previous  years . 
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MISCBLLAMEOOS 

96.  Question:  Are  the  operations  increases  proposed  for  the  Martin  Luther 
King  site  ($753,000)  for  one  year  only  to  deal  with  the  Olympics  in  1996  or  is 
this  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  park  base  and  if  so  why? 

Answer:  Of  the  $753,000  proposed  for  operational  increases  at  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  National  Historic  Site,  $500,000  is  slated  to  be  used  in 
conjunction  with  increased  responsibilities  related  to  the  1996  Summer  Olympics. 
It  is  anticipated  that  this  funding  would  be  non-recurring  in  nature  and  no 
longer  needed  in  FY  1997.  The  remaining  $253,000  would  be  added  to  the  park  base 
to  deal  with  a  growing  and  continuing  workload  associated  with  new  or 
rehabilitated  facilities  at  the  park. 

97.  Question:  Have  there  been  any  increased  operations  costs  associated 
with  the  opening  of  the  new  White  House  Visitor  Center  and  if  so  what  is  the  cost 
of  this  new  facility? 

Answer:  In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  President's  Park  received  an  increase  of 
$256,000  for  operation  of  the  White  House  Visitor  Center.  These  funds  are 
programmed  to  staff  the  Visitor  Center  from  8  a.m.  to  8  p.m.,  7-days-a-week,  to 
offer  interpretive  programs,  and  to  provide  building  maintenance  and  custodial 
services.  In  addition,  there  is  $500,000  included  in  the  budget  for  GSA  charges 
associated  with  rental  of  the  space  for  this  facility. 

98.  Question:  Recently  you  proposed  turning  over  the  Baltimore-Washington 
cind  George  Washington  Parkway  to  Maryland  and  Virginia.  The  National  Capital 
Parks-East  appear  to  be  essentially  local  recreation  areas  or  ballfields.  Why 
do  these  areas  belong  in  the  National  Park  System  and  why  is  this  not  more 
appropriately  a  local  responsibility? 

Answer:  National  Capital  Parks -East  is  a  area  designation  which  includes 
numerous  cultural  and  historic  sites,  in  addition  to  natural  and  recreational 
areas.  The  historically  significant  sites  include  Cedar  Hill,  the  home  of 
Frederick  Douglass,  the  renowned  19th  century  abolitionist,  author,  and  orator. 
Another  significant  historic  site  within  National  Capital  Parks  -  East  is  Fort 
Washington,  a  19th  century  fortification  built  in  the  wake  of  the  War  of  1812. 
This  fort  was  part  of  a  system  built  to  defend  the  Capital  City's  bridges, 
Capitol  Hill,  and  naval  installations  from  enemy  attack  through  southern 
Maryland.  Many  of  the  green  spaces  within  the  National  Capital  Parks  -  East  are 
the  former  sites  of  other  forts  in  this  system,  such  as  Fort  Mahan,  Fort  Chaplin, 
Fort  Dupont,  Fort  Davis,  Fort  Stanton,  Fort  Carroll  and  Fort  Greble . 

Within  the  National  Capital  Parks-East  are  the  Kenilworth  Aquatic  Gardens.  This 
site  was  originally  planted  with  water  lilies  by  Civil  War  veteran  Walter  Shaw, 
who  planted  water  lilies  in  an  old  ice  pond,  and  later  dredged  more  ponds  in 
order  to  plant  more  varieties.  This  12-acre  site  is  the  only  national  park  site 
devoted  to  water  plants. 

Another  site  is  the  Oxon  Hill  Farm,  a  working  farm  that  represents  the  time  when 
farming  was  accomplished  through  the  use  of  horses.  This  Farm  shows  visitors, 
including  numerous  school  groups,  how  plowing,  planting  and  harvesting  were  done 
before  tractors  became  common. 

Anacostia  cind  Kenilworth  Park  are  urban  recreation  areas  designated  by  law  to 
provide  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  to  inner-city  residents.  Additionally, 
these  sites  have  served  to  protect,  and,  in  the  case  of  Kenilworth  Park,  rescue 
the  Anacostia  riverside  from  unsightly  use  as  landfills,  dump  sites,  or  developed 
areas . 

A  major  concern  in  the  southeastern  section  of  Washington,  DC  is  the  crime  rate. 
The  U.S.  Park  Police  5th  District  substation  is  located  in  Anacostia  Park,  and 
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although  this  substation  has  the  highest  crime  rate  among  the  DC  substations,  it 
is  significantly  less  than  the  surrounding  area.  This  presence  has  enabled  the 
local  residents  to  visit  the  park  with  their  children  in  a  setting  that  is  safe, 
clesm,  and  enjoyable  euid  indeed  people  from  outside  of  the  area  come  into  the 
park  to  use  the  recreational  areas  because  they  are  perceived  as  safe .  The 
present  financial  concerns  of  the  District  of  Columbia  government  raise  the 
question  of  whether  the  police  department  would  have  the  manpower  to  patrol  the 
sites  within  National  Capital  Park-East. 

99.  Question:  As  you  know  legislation  has  been  introduced  to  create  a 
park  closure  commission  similar  to  the  base  closure  commission.  Could  you 
comment  on  this  legislation,  do  you  support  such  an  approach  to  downsizing  the 
Park  Service? 

Answer:  On  February  23,  1995,  Director  Kennedy  testified  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  National  Parks,  Forests,  eUid  Lands  in  opposition  to  H.R.  26  0  that 
would  create  a  "park  closure  commission."  He  supported  instead  a  forward  looking 
measure  that  would  give  the  NPS  the  opportunity  to  review  its  existing  criteria 
for  future  sites  under  consideration  for  inclusion  in  the  System.  In  addition, 
he  expressed  support  for  a  provision  requiring  Congress  to  await  completion  of 
a  special  resource  study  for  each  site  under  consideration,  before  a  Committee 
hearing  is  held  on  proposals  to  include  a  new  unit  in  the  System. 

100.  Question:  Are  there  amy  specific  parks  you  could  recommend 
eliminating  or  alternatively  are  there  criteria  you  would  propose  for  evaluating 
the  appropriateness  of  existing  units? 

Answer :  We  do  not  support  the  closure  of  any  existing  park  units  or 
changes  other  than  the  recently  announced  transfer  of  responsibilities  for  the 
road  portions  of  the  George  Washington  Parkway  and  Baltimore  Washington  Parkway, 
as  proposed  in  the  most  recent  phase  of  "Reinventing  Government."  Instead,  we 
support  a  forward-looking  measure  which  would  give  the  NPS  the  opportunity  to 
review  its  existing  criteria  for  future  sites  under  consideration  for  inclusion 
in  the  System.  This  review  of  standards  for  new  additions  to  the  National  Park 
System  should  be  based  on  a  careful  and  comprehensive  process  of  consulting  with 
interested  scholarly  and  scientific  organizations.  State  and  local  governments, 
neighboring  communities,  and  the  general  public. 

101.  Question:  Last  year  $300,000  was  provided  for  planning  for  the 
Assateague  National  Seashore  to  be  used  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  begin  a 
feasibility  study  to  determine  the  best  way  to  restore  and  stabilize  Assateague 
Island  National  Seashore .  What  is  the  status  of  this  planning  cind  has  the  USGS 
been  involved  in  the  planning  as  the  conference  report  directed? 

Answer:  An  Initial  Project  Study  Plan  outlining  the  scope,  schedule,  and 
budget  of  the  Ocean  City,  Maryland  and  Vicinity  Water  Resources  Feasibility  Study 
has  been  developed  and  agreed  to  by  all  cooperators  (US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
National  Park  Service,  state  of  Maryland,  Worcester  County,  MD,  and  the  Town  of 
Ocean  City,  MD) .  A  cost  sharing  agreement  has  been  formulated  and  is  expected 
to  be  signed  by  the  cooperators  in  late  April.  The  signing  of  the  agreement  will 
initiate  the  three  year  pleuining  project.  US  Geological  Survey  personnel 
participated  in  the  initial  reconnaissance  planning  phase  completed  in  1994  and 
will  remain  involved  in  the  feasibility  study  through  its  conclusion  in  1998. 

102.  Question:  What  is  the  estimated  total  cost  of  the  Assateague 
project? 

Answer:  The  total  cost  for  this  cooperative  effort  is  $4,048,400.  Of  this 
total  amount,  the  National  Park  Service's  cost  is  $900,000.  This  includes  the 
$300,000  appropriated  in  FY  1995. 
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QUESTIONS  SOBMITTED  BY  CONGRESSMAN  YATES 
"TAKINGS"  LEGISLATION 

I  know  the  Administration  is  opposed  to  H.R.  9,  the  so-called  "Job  Creation  and 
Wage  Enhancement  Act",  but  I  would  like  to  know  what  impact  this  bill  would  have 
on  the  Service. 

1.  Question:  Specifically,  do  you  have  an  estimate  of  how  much  this  Act, 
if  passed,  would  cost  the  Service?  It  could  cost  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
a  year,  couldn't  it? 

Answer:  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  provision  under  H.R.  9,  entitled 
"Private  Property  Rights  Protection  and  Compensation",  would  entitle  a  private 
property  owner  to  receive  compensation  from  the  Federal  government  for  any  agency 
infringement  or  deprivation  of  rights  to  property  that  is  owned  by  the  private 
property  owner.  There  are  4,147,897  acres  of  private  land  within  the  National 
Park  System,  of  which  323,105  acres  have  been  identified  for  acquisition.  It  is 
estimated  that  it  will  cost  $1.3  billion  to  acquire  the  323,105  acres  of  private 
land  identified  for  acquisition.  The  fair  market  value  of  the  4,147,897  acres 
of  private  land  has  not  been  determined  since  there  has  never  been  plans  to 
acquire  all  of  these  lands.  The  value,  however,  could  run  as  high  as  $10  to  $15 
billion  dollars. 

While  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  has  no  plans  to  acquire  all  of  the  private 
land  within  the  boundaries  of  units  of  the  National  Park  System,  the  potential 
exists  that  the  landowners  within  the  boundaries  may  feel  that  their  private 
property  rights  have  been  infringed  upon  and  would  file  for  compensation.  The 
NPS  does  not  know  how  many  landowners  would  file  and  if  they  filed  how  many  would 
receive  compensation,  but  with  well  over  3  million  acres  of  private  land  within 
the  National  Park  System,  the  potential  for  billions  of  dollars  of  claims  is 
possible.  There  is  also  the  potential  that  private  landowners,  adjacent  to,  but 
outside  the  boundaries  of  units  of  the  National  Park  System  may  feel  that  their 
rights  have  also  been  infringed  upon  and  file  for  compensation.  The  number  of 
private  landowners  outside  the  boundaries  is  unknown.  If  enacted,  H.R.  9  could 
pose  very  real  administrative  and  financial  burdens  for  executive  agencies. 

ACCOUNTABILITY  AND  ACCOUNTING 

FY  1995  FY  1995 

As  Appropriated     As  Executed        Chancre 

Resource  Stewardship  $199,887,000  $172,251,000  -$27,636,000 

Visitor  Services  243,434,000  250,323,000  +6,889,000 

Maintenance  384,246,000  347,430,000  -36,816,000 

Park  Support  165,625,000  221,112,000  +55,487,000 

External  Admin.  Costs  84. 708. 000  86, 784, 000  +2. 076. 000 

TOTAL  $1,077,900,000    $1,077,900,000  0 

The  above  table  represents  fiscal  year  1995  as  appropriated  and  how  the  Park 
Service  says  it  is  spending  the  money.  The  largest  difference  is  in  Park  Support 
which  is  now  33  percent  more  than  was  appropriated.  The  Park  Service  says  this 
is  now  a  better  representation  of  how  money  is  spent  based  on  actual  data  from 
the  new  accounting  system  instituted  in  FY  1994 . 

2.  Question:   For  how  many  years  has  this  been  a  problem? 

Answer:  Prior  to  fiscal  year  1994,  the  National  Park  Service  did  not  have 
a  cost  collecting  system  which  precisely  mirrored  its  budget  structure.  In 
addition,  the  budget  structure  itself  contained  a  number  of  anomalies  and 
contradictions  so  that  the  allocation  of  funds  by  subactivity  and  function  was 
approximate.    The  revision  of  the  budget  structure,  as  approved  by  the 
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appropriation  subcommittees,  and  the  adoption  of  a  new  series  of  cost  collectors 
or  Program  Work  Elements  (PWE's)  were  expressly  intended  to  obtain  better 
information  and  to  reflect  the  funding  by  activity,  as  shown  in  the  front  of  the 
Budget  Justifications. 

3.  Question:   Upon  what  data  was  the  FY  1995  request  based? 

Answer:  In  the  past,  subactivity  information  was  derived  by  taking  the 
figures  from  the  previous  year  and  adding  or  subtracting  the  increases  and 
decreases  which  were  passed  by  the  Congress.  While  those  increases  which  were 
earmarked  for  specific  purposes  were  spent  for  that  purpose,  other  increases  were 
simply  distributed  on  a  pro-rata  basis  among  the  various  functions.  In  addition, 
there  was  no  effort  to  go  back  and  examine  the  base  operations  of  each  and  every 
park  to  determine  if  there  had  been  any  changes  as  to  how  the  money  being  used 
was  distributed  from  year  to  year.  Thus  a  park  which  might  have  a  serious 
maintenance  need  one  year  could  find  that  it  had  a  more  pressing  law  enforcement 
problem  the  next . 

4.  Question:   How  could  it  be  so  far  removed  from  what  is  now  presented? 

Answer:  Because  the  National  Park  Service  was  so  concerned  that  this  was 
indeed  the  case,  it  sought  to  restructure  the  budget  beginning  in  FY  1994  so  as 
to  provide  more  accurate  budget  presentations.  The  National  Park  Service  has 
concentrated  its  fiscal  accountability  efforts  towards  insuring  that  the  figures 
in  the  Park  and  Program  Summary  were  consistent  with  actual  expenditures,  rather 
than  trying  to  insure  that  funds  were  charged  to  the  same  functions  as  originally 
predicted.  Thus  it  was  felt  that  it  was  more  important  that  Yellowstone  National 
Park  keep  and  use  the  funds  assigned  to  it,  than  for  all  of  the  parks  in  the 
aggregate  to  use  a  certain  percentage  of  fvinds  for  interpretation.  To  require 
that  the  functional  representation  in  the  Budget  Justifications  be  matched  by 
actual  charges  would  mean  that  if  Yellowstone  had  more  maintenance  funds  than  it 
needed  it  would  have  to  give  them  to  a  different  park  with  a  higher  priority 
maintenance  need,  or  it  would  have  to  spend  them  on  maintenance  projects  with  a 
lower  priority  than  a  more  urgent  law  enforcement  need.  It  would  also  open  the 
possibility  that  managers  would  spend  funds  for  one  purpose  but  charge  them  to 
another  in  order  to  "balance  the  books,"  and  that  the  resulting  value  of  the 
information  gathered  would  be  lessened.  One  of  the  benefits  of  the  NPS  is  its 
decentralized  structure.  There  is  a  natural  tension  between  allocating 
sufficient  dollars  to  the  field  to  have  managers  make  the  most  efficient  use  of 
those  resources  and  trying  to  control  small  pots  of  funds  from  the  Headquarters . 

5.  Question:   What  confidence  do  you  have  in  the  new  presentation? 

Answer:  The  "as  executed"  figures  are  far  closer  to  the  way  that  the  funds 
were  actually  used,  but  these  too  are  based  on  how  expenditures  were  charged  and 
as  such  are  subject  to  error  and  to  interpretation.  Even  though  there  are  clear 
definitions  for  each  PWE,  in  one  park  a  ranger's  patrol  might  be  charged  to  law 
enforcement  (visitor  services)  while  in  another  it  might  be  charged  to  resource 
protection  (resource  stewardship) .  Similarly  the  maintenance  of  an  historic 
structure  might  be  charged  to  maintenance  or  to  resource  stewardship  or  a 
telephone  bill  could  be  distributed  among  the  different  functions  or  aggregated 
in  park  support.  We  intend  to  analyze  situations  where  multiple  interpretations 
appear  to  be  happening  in  order  to  distribute  some  common  conventions .  We  will 
have  more  confidence  after  a  few  more  years  using  the  new  PWE  system  and  budget 
structure . 

6.  Question:  Why  is  park  support  more  than  20  percent  of  your  operating 
budget? 

Answer:  The  park  support  subactivity  includes  a  number  of  functions 
essential  to  the  operation  of  a  park.  In  addition  to  administrative  costs,  it 
includes  the  salary  and  expenses  of  the  Park  Superintendent  and  his  immediate 
staff.  It  may  also  include  the  costs  of  such  things  as  training,  planning, 
travel  costs  and  the  purchase  of  ADP  and  other  equipment  used  on  a  park-wide 
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basis.  In  many  parks  it  also  includes  park-wide  expenses  such  as  postage,  GSA 
vehicle  rent,  telephone  charges,  etc.  Parks  may  distribute  such  costs  among  the 
program  activities  or  lump  them  together  in  park  support.  As  administrative 
activities  are  reduced  there  will  be  a  tendency  to  amass  more  park-wide  costs  in 
park  support,  which  will  result  in  raising  the  percentage  of  charges  in  that 
subactivity.  Similarly,  if  more  emphasis  is  placed  on  insuring  that  costs  are 
properly  charged  or  that  the  distribution  of  costs  predicted  in  the  budget  is 
precisely  matched  by  the  distribution  of  costs  as  actually  charged,  parks  will 
have  to  increase  their  administrative  efforts  and  their  administrative  staffs. 

In  addition,  the  FY  1996  request  for  the  park  support  activity  also  includes  $25 
million  in  Servicewide  and  Regional  park  support  and  cooperative  programs.  These 
include  relocation  costs,  awards,  Servicewide  training,  the  national  trail 
program  and  the  Statistical  Unit  in  Denver,  Colorado.  Also  included  are  the 
Challenge  Cost  Share,  Student  Conservation  and  the  Volunteer-in-Parks  programs. 
Each  of  these  programs  could  logically  be  charged,  in  part  or  in  whole,  to  other 
subactivities  or  components  such  as  visitor  service,  resource  stewardship,  and 
interpretation.  Inclusion  of  these  programs  under  the  "park  support"  subactivity 
increase  the  percentage  spent  on  Park  Support,  an  activity  that  should  not  be 
equated  just  with  "overhead"  or  administrative  expenses. 

7.  Question:  Doesn't  this  mean  money  appropriated  for  maintenance  has  not 
gone  to  this  purpose? 

Answer;  It  has  been  felt  that  it  was  more  important  for  Yellowstone  money 
to  be  spent  in  Yellowstone  and  that  Cyclic  Maintenance  money  be  spent  on  cyclic 
maintenance  than  that  the  predicted  functional  distributions  prepared  two  years 
earlier  be  matched.  New  funds  appropriated  for  specific  maintenance  purposes, 
and  funds  reported  in  specific  maintenance  programs  have  gone  for  maintenance. 
Many  times  due  to  mandated  absorptions  or  across-the-board  reductions,  the 
existing  maintenance  base  was  redirected  for  other  activities,  such  as  in  FY  1994 
when  the  MPS  had  to  absorb  the  entire  Federal  pay  raise.  In  all  probability, 
maintenance  funds  that  year  (and  in  years  to  come)  went  to  pay  the  increased 
salary  costs  of  rangers,  superintendents  and  resource  managers.  General  park 
base  operational  funds  have  been  spent  as  was  seen  best  by  the  park  managers  in 
the  field  who  are  responsible  for  the  proper  functioning  of  their  parks. 

8.  Question:  Doesn't  this  meeui  money  appropriated  for  resource 
stewardship  has  not  gone  to  this  purpose? 

Answer:  In  the  same  way,  non-recurring  park  operational  base  resource 
stewardship  funds  have  been  spent  as  appropriated.  The  funds  in  the 
professionalization  initiative  and  the  funds  in  the  Natural  Resources 
Preservation  Program  have  been  used  for  the  purposes  stated.  The  way  that  the 
general  recurring  park  base  operational  fxonds  are  spent  has  been  determined  by 
the  park  managers  who  are  the  people  closest  to  the  action,  and  who  have  the 
greatest  sense  of  what  the  needs  are. 

NATURAL  RBSOORCBS 

(NPS-49)  The  Park  Service  requests  an  increase  of  $3,200,000  for  inventory  aund 
monitoring. 

9.  Question:  How  does  what  you  are  proposing  for  inventory  amd  monitoring 
differ  from  what  the  National  Biological  Service  is  doing? 

Answer:  Funding  for  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  will  be  used  to 
conduct  research  and  to  design  and  field  test  methodologies  (e.g.  sampling 
schemes,  etc.)  needed  to  inventory  and  monitor  biological  resources  on  lands 
administered  by  the  NPS  and  other  DOI  agencies.  The  funding  requested  by  the  NPS 
will  be  used  to  apply  those  methodologies  to  collect  basic  information  about  the 
biological  resources  in  the  parks  and  to  monitor  resource  conditions  over  time. 
None  of  the  NPS  funding  will  be  used  for  research  efforts.  Thus,  there  is  no 
duplication  of  effort  between  the  two  agencies.   The  only  exception  to  this 


824 


research  and  development-vs-application  relationship  between  the  NPS  and  the  NBS 
relates  to  vegetation  mapping.  The  NBS  will  fund  and  provide  technical  oversight 
for  a  project  designed  to  map  vegetation  communities  in  235  park  units,  excluding 
Alaska.  But  again,  no  duplication  of  effort  exists.  Funding  requested  by  the 
NPS  will  be  used  for  vegetation  mapping  in  Alaskan  parks,  for  other  basic 
inventories  (e.g.  soils,  water  quality,  geology,  threatened  and  endangered 
species)  and  for  implementation  of  park- specif ic  monitoring  programs  designed  by 
the  NBS. 

10.  Question:  Why  do  you  want  to  reinstate  air  quality  monitoring  at  12 
sites? 

Answer:  The  NPS  wants  to  reinstate  monitoring  because  the  air  quality 
monitoring  data  are  used  by  NPS  and  others  to  make  decisions  that  affect  the  air 
resource  in  parks,  including:  permit  reviews  of  new  air  pollution  sources; 
identification  of  external  threats  to  parks;  regulatory  and  legislative  actions 
by  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies;  educational  programs;  evaluating 
effectiveness  of  Cleam  Air  Act  (CAA)  measures  in  protecting  park  resources;  and 
responding  to  Congressional  oversight  of  NPS  responsibilities  under  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  In  addition  to  internal  use,  the  NPS  regularly  receives  requests  for  its 
data  for  use  by  external  researchers.  States,  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
consultants.  This  budget  increase  request  would  allow  the  NPS  to  expand  the 
number  of  parks  included  in  the  NPS  long-term  trends  monitoring  effort  and  to 
restore  the  NPS  capability  to  continue  its  efforts  to  characterize  air  quality 
throughout  the  National  Park  System.  With  this  increase  the  NPS  would  be  able 
to  increase  the  number  of  long-term,  trend  sites  by  12  Class  I  parks  (from  24)  , 
thereby  improving  the  ability  to  judge  both  spatial  and  temporal  trends  in 
pollutant  concentrations. 

The  other  phase  of  the  NPS  monitoring  effort,  cyclic  monitoring  for  at  least  3 
to  5  years  in  the  remaining  Class  I  parks  not  covered  by  the  trends  network 
(necessitated  by  the  lack  of  equipment  and  funds  to  maintain  trend  sites  in  all 
parks) ,  was  suspended  indefinitely  because  equipment  used  for  this  purpose  could 
not  be  re-deployed  due  to  its  age  and  unreliability.  This  increase  would  allow 
the  NPS  to  expand  its  trends  network,  continue  its  efforts  to  characterize  air 
quality  in  parks  where  previous  monitoring  has  not  taken  place,  and  to  revisit 
other  parks  periodically  to  determine  if  there  have  been  changes  in  air  quality 
since  monitoring  was  last  conducted. 

11.  Question:  Over  what  period  of  time  has  there  been  a  break  in 
monitoring  air  quality  at  the  12  sites  where  you  want  to  reinstate  it? 

Answer:  Monitoring  at  12  of  the  14  sites,  where  monitoring  has  been 
terminated,  was  terminated  prior  to  1993,  with  10  sites  being  terminated  in  1992. 
Seven  additional  sites  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  terminated  in  FY  1995. 
Therefore,  the  periods  of  missing  data  will  range  from  less  than  1  year  to  as 
much  as  6  years.  In  addition,  as  mentioned  in  the  response  to  the  previous 
question,  the  NPS  has  been  unable  to  revisit  parks  where  short-term  (3  to  5 
years)  monitoring  has  already  taken  place  or  to  install  monitors  in  those  parks 
where  monitoring  has  not  yet  been  conducted. 

REINVENTING  GOVERNMENT 

I  understand  that  as  part  of  the  latest  round  of  the  Vice  President's 
"reinventing  government"  effort,  the  Service  plans  to  transfer  several  Washington 
area  parkways  (The  Baltimore -Washington  Parkway;  the  Washington- Barton  Parkway 
and  the  Suitland  Parkway)  to  Virginia  amd  Maryland. 

12.  Question:  This  proposal  sounds  very  promising,  but  I  wonder,  do  those 
states  want  to  take  on  the  additional  expense  of  operating  these  well  traveled 
parkways? 
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Answer:  The  proposal  to  transfer  the  responsibility  of  these  roads  to 
Virginia  and  Maryland  includes  a  provision  that  funds  would  be  provided, 
diminishing  over  a  period  of  years,  to  soften  the  funding  impact.  We  have  had 
only  limited  contact  with  the  states  to  date  and  do  not  know  their  position  on 
taking  these  roads  at  this  time.  The  Service  currently  spends  $5.0  million 
annually  to  operate  and  maintain  these  roads. 

13.  Question:   Will  the  Service  compensate  the  states? 

Answer:  In  the  first  year  of  the  transfer,  the  Service  will  provide  the 
80%  of  these  funds  to  the  state  for  operation  and  maintenance.  This  support  will 
gradually  be  reduced  and,  in  the  fourth  year  after  the  transfer,  the  states  will 
assume  full  responsibility  for  the  roads. 

14.  Question:  In  the  press  release  that  announced  this  plan,  it  was 
stated  that  the  Service  plans  to  save  $13  million  and  36  FTEs  over  five  years. 
How  will  this  savings  occur? 

Answer:  The  actual  savings  we  project  over  5  years  is  $11  million  and  67 
FTEs.  The  anticipated  annual  operating  and  management  cost  for  the  Baltimore 
Washington  Parkway,  Suitland  Parkway,  George  Washington  Memorial  Parkway  and  the 
Clara  Barton  Parkway  is  $5  million.  We  propose  that  the  transfer  of  the 
operation  and  maintenance  responsibilities  for  the  parkways  to  the  States  of 
Maryland  and  Virginia  would  result  in  the  following  allocation  of  Federal  funds. 

a.  Fiscal  Year  1997  -  $1  million  would  represent  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government;  $4  million  would  be  allocated  to  the  States  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia. 

b.  Fiscal  Year  1998  -  $2  million  would  represent  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government;  $3  million  would  be  allocated  to  the  States  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia. 

c.  Fiscal  Year  1999  -  $3  million  would  represent  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government;  $2  million  would  be  allocated  to  the  States  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia. 

d.  Fiscal  Year  2000  -  $5  million  would  represent  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government  with  no  allocations  to  the  States  of  Maryland  and  Virginia. 

15.  Question:  What  kind  of  agreement  will  you  have  with  Virginia  and 
Maryland  to  ensure  that  the  Parkways  are  properly  maintained? 

Answer:  We  have  always  worked  closely  with  these  states  regarding  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  these  parkways.  We  would  continue  to  do  so  after 
the  transfer.  A  cooperative  agreement  would  likely  be  developed.  We  have  not 
begun  its  preparation  or  considered  its  specific  content. 

CONCESSIONS  MANAGEMENT 

(NPS-71)  the  Park  Service,  after  several  years  of  emphasis,  now  proposes  a  net 
reduction  for  concessions  management  of  $110,000  out  of  a  budget  of  $7,000,000. 

16.  Question:  Why  do  you  now  believe  concessions  management  to  be  of 
lower  priority  compared  to  other  park  operating  programs? 

Answer:  Concessions  management  and  reform  remains  a  high  priority  of  the 
National  Park  Service.  However  other  items,  such  as  the  requirement  for  training 
and  computerization  in  a  rapidly  changing  organization  and  workforce,  and 
initiatives  such  as  our  air  quality  program  and  Americorps,  have  risen  to  higher 
priorities  in  a  budget  which  contains  only  minimal  increase  requests  and 
decreases  in  our  land  acquisition  and  construction  programs. 
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17.  Question:  How  much  income  from  concessions  does  the  National  Park 
Service  now  have  some  control  over  how  the  money  is  spent? 

Answer:  In  1993,  the  latest  year  for  which  full  figures  are  available, 
approximately  $8,135,000  was  deposited  into  special  accounts.  Expenditures  from 
these  accounts  are  directed  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

18.  Question:  At  what  level  in  the  organization  are  the  decisions  made 
on  how  this  money  is  to  be  used? 

Answer:  Funds  are  expended  on  projects  as  directed  by  the  park 
superintendent,  in  accordance  with  project  priorities  established  by  the  Regional 
Director.  Expenditures  for  projects  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  must  be  approved  by 
the  Director. 

CONSTROCTION 

The  housing  initiative  request  is  $67  million. 

19.  Question:  How  much  of  this  request  is  for.  National  Park  Service 
employees  and  how  much  is  for  concession  employees? 

Answer:  Of  the  $67  million  request,  the  Crater  Lake  Rim  Development 
project  for  $11  million  is  to  construct  Mazama  Employee  Housing,  the  only  part 
of  our  request  which  will  be  used  for  concession  employees.  A  complete  project 
description  follows: 

This  project  is  part  of  an  integrated,  multi-phased  program  at  Crater  Lake 
National  Park  to  relocate  vehicular  access,  parking  and  support  services  from  Rim 
Village.  This  phase  of  the  project  will  construct  a  year-round  central  dorm  and 
two  smaller  seasonal  satellite  dormitories  for  96  full  year  and  seasonal 
concession  employees  that  support  both  summer  and  winter  concessioner  operations. 
The  facilities  will  include  the  production  of  mechanical  and  electrical  systems, 
food  preparation  and  serving  facilities,  laundry,  covered  parking,  and  storage. 
The  facilities  will  be  located  in  the  Mazama  District,  approximately  7  miles  from 
the  Crater  Lake  Lodge.  The  concessioner  will  be  responsible  for  refurnishing  the 
dormitories  and  their  annual  operational  and  maintenance  costs. 

The  Mazama  dormitory  facilities  are  needed  to  provide  concessioner  employees  with 
adequate  housing.  The  employees  support  visitor  service  at  the  recently 
rehabilitated  Crater  Lake  Lodge.  There  is  no  housing  currently  available  for  the 
96  concessioner  employees  required  to  operate  and  maintain  the  facility  when  it 
reopens  in  May  of  1995.  Until  this  housing  is  completed,  employees  are  living 
in  leased  trailers  set  up  in  approximately  40  sites  throughout  the  park. 

20.  Question:  Is  it  general  policy  of  the  National  Park  Service  to 
provide  housing  for  park  concession  employees? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  has  provided  housing  for  concession 
employees  in  the  past,  but  generally  this  occurs  only  rarely. 

21.  Question:  Why  are  you  proposing  to  upgrade  the  sidewalk  on 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  at  the  White  House  when  you  have  not  yet  completed  the  master 
plan  for  the  whole  White  House  area? 

Answer:  Currently  the  sidewalks  along  this  historically  significant  avenue 
are  in  poor  condition  and  present  a  serious  safety  hazard.  In  the  recent  past, 
the  National  Park  Service  has  been  presented  with  a  substantial  tort  claim  for 
injuries  resulting  from  a  fall  on  this  sidewalk.  It  is  also  highly  unlikely  that 
these  sidewalks  will  be  eliminated  in  the  near  future. 

This  project  is  the  final  phase  of  a  three-phase  project  to  replace  the  sidewalk 
along  the  south  side  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  between  15th  cuid  17th  Streets. 
Phases  I  and  II,  which  have  been  completed,  were  funded  and  constructed  by  the 
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Department  of  Treasury  and  the  General  Services  Administration.  This  final 
phase,  between  East  Executive  Park  and  West  Executive  Avenue  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  National  Park  Service,  will  complete  the  sidewalk  replacement 
in  front  of  the  White  House. 

Project  improvements  include  the  replacement  of  surface  paving,  trees,  and  site 
amenities  such  as  tree  grates,  benches,  and  trash  receptacles.  Portions  of  this 
project,  including  the  installation  of  new  granite  curbs,  brick  gutters,  and 
utility  conduits  were  done  as  part  of  the  Pennsylvania  Avenue  Barrier  Project 
completed  in  1987. 

22.  Question:  Why  has  your  projected  cost  of  preservation  of  the  Lincoln 
and  Jefferson  Memorials  gone  from  $23  million  in  the  FY  1995  budget  to  $33 
million  in  FY  1996? 

Answer:  The  original  $23  million  estimate  was  developed  in  FY  1990,  and 
a  number  of  factors  have  caused  the  significant  increase  in  the  overall  project 
estimate.  First  of  all,  after  the  scaffolding  was  erected  and  the  condition  of 
these  memorials  could  be  more  closely  examined,  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
necessary  stonework  increased  substantially.  At  the  Jefferson  Memorial,  for 
exanvple,  stone  sections  proved  to  be  unstable  and  had  to  be  removed  to  prevent 
potential  injury  to  visitors. 

Secondly,  the  original  FY  1990  estimate  was  done  on  the  basis  of  FY  1990  cost 
factors  and  adjustments  have  had  to  be  made  to  allow  for  the  impact  of  inflation 
upon  the  project  phases.  The  new  estimate  has  been  adjusted  for  current 
inflation  factors,  and  the  projected  cost  of  future  inflation  is  included  in  the 
out -year  estimate. 

A  third  factor  involves  the  discovery  of  hazardous  materials  requiring  removal 
in  the  foundation  area  underneath  the  Lincoln  Memorial.  The  soil  in  this  area 
must  be  treated,  and  perhaps  entirely  removed  to  prevent  potential  leeching  into 
the  adjacent  Potomac  River,  and  this  abatement  is  estimated  to  be  very  costly. 

Finally,  the  requirements  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  which 
essentially  upgrades  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  have  also  added  cost  to  the 
project . 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

23.  Question:  If  the  Congress  decided  to  eliminate  or  reduce 
significantly  land  acquisition  for  National  Parks,  what  problems  might  occur  for 
private  property  owners? 

Answer:  There  are  currently  323,105  acres  of  private  land  (inholdings)  in 
the  units  of  the  National  Park  System  that  have  been  identified  for  acquisition. 
A  moratorium  on  land  purchases  will  not  eliminate  the  need  to  acquire  land.  The 
private  land  within  each  unit  of  the  System  will  still  be  in  the  System.  A 
moratorium  on  land  purchases  would  have  a  serious  impact  on  rights  of  private 
property  owners  who  own  land  within  the  lonits  of  the  National  Park  System. 

Most  landowners  are  willing  to  sell.  It  is  unfair  to  landowners  to  postpone  the 
purchase  of  their  property.  Some  landowners  believe  that  being  located  within 
the  boundaries  of  a  unit  of  the  National  Park  System  with  the  threat  of 
acquisition  or  condemnation  limits  or  restricts  their  use  of  private  property  and 
takes  away  their  ability  to  sell.  Stopping  land  purchases  may  result  in 
landowners  filing  inverse  condemnation  actions  seeking  compensation  for  the 
taking  of  private  property  rights . 
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HOJAVB  NATIONAL  PRBSBRVB 

The  Park  Service  proposed  a  reprogramming  of  $313,000  for  the  newly  authorized 
Mojave  National  Preserve  in  California  which  has  been  rejected. 

24.  Question:  What  does  this  mean  for  the  Park  Service's  ability  to  carry 
on  its  responsibilities  at  the  Mojave  National  Preserve? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  budget  for  Mojave  National  Preserve  projected  the 
reprogrammed  $313,000  as  necessary  to  establish  and  carry  out  the  park  mission. 
The  loss  of  these  monies  will  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  National  Park  Service's 
eibility  to  carry  out  the  essential  management  and  resource  protection 
responsibilities.  These  funds  had  been  needed  to  hire  a  minimal  park  staff  for 
FY  95  operations  and  maindated  by  the  Congress  in  Public  Law  103-433.  The 
rejection  of  the  reprogramming  request  will  mean  that  the  Preserve  will  operate 
without : 

o  a  maintenance  staff  to  care  for  three  campgrounds;  roads  and  trails; 
a  visitor  center;  and  a  fire  center. 

o  a  natural  resource  staff,  in  a  1.4  million  acre  area  that  is 
comprised  of  695,200  acres  of  wilderness.  Natural  resources  issues 
include  livestock  grazing;  provisions  for  utility  corridors  and 
sites;  mining;  mineral  resource  inventory  and  development;  and 
outdoor  recreation.  Other  issues  include  protection  of  sensitive 
wildlife  species;  wildlife  habitat  manipulation;  protection  of 
wetlands  and  riparian  areas;  wild  horse  and  burro  conservation; 
protection  of  scenic  values;  and  soil  and  water  conservation. 

o  a  permanent  interpretative  staff.  Interpretive  operations  are 
currently  being  carried  out  by  two  seasonal  employees.  The  Preserve 
has  already  experienced  an  overwhelming  demand  for  information, 
interpretive  talks,  public  education,  environmental  education  and 
other  outreach  activities.  While  these  ventures  would  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  NPS  and  the  community,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
meet  this  need  without  a  permanent  interpretive  staff. 

o  an  adequate  visitor  and  resource  protection  staff.  At  present,  the 
Preserve  has  one  permanent  and  two  seasonal  law  enforcement 
employees.  Since  the  reprogramming  request  has  been  denied,  this 
staff  cannot  be  increased.  Visitor  and  resource  protection  issues 
include  dumping  of  trash  and  hazardous  materials  (including  waste 
from  drug  labs  and  abandoned  vehicles) ;  driving  off  established 
routes;  arson;  theft  of  natural  and  cultural  resources;  trespassing; 
poaching;  and  firearms  violations. 

o  a  cultural  resource  staff.  The  full  responsibility  for  this  program 
will  rest  with  one  Cultural  Resource  Management  Specialist.  The 
desert  contains  significant  historic  sites  and  archeological 
resources.  These  resources  include  petroglyphs;  pictographs; 
prehistoric  villages;  sacred  sites;  rock  shelters;  quarries;  and 
lithic  scatters.  The  historic  features  include  U.S.  Army  camps 
dating  from  the  1860's  through  World  War  II,  travel  routes,  sites 
associated  with  settlement  and  the  Kelso  Depot. 

25.  Question:  Are  any  resources  placed  in  jeopardy  because  of  the  failure 
to  provide  the  necessary  money?  Please  detail. 

Answer:  Without  the  reprogramming,  the  inability  of  the  limited  staff  of 
the  Preserve  to  conduct  essential  resource  protection  and  management  functions 
is  likely  to  have  severe  consequences  for  the  following  resources: 
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o  vegetation  and  wildlife  could  be  impacted  by  grazing  that  will  not 
be  controlled  and  by  the  off-road  use  of  vehicles  for  recreational 
and  other  purposes. 

o  fragile  and  irreplaceable  archeological  resources  will  not  be 
inventoried  nor  monitored  to  ensure  their  protection. 

o  historic  sites  could  suffer  from  vandalism  and  inattention  to 
necessary  preservation  actions . 

o  endangered  species,  including  the  desert  tortoise,  cannot  be 
adequately  protected,  nor  can  habitat  improvement  actions  be  taken 
in  order  to  enhance  their  chances  of  survival. 

o  water  resources  essential  for  wildlife  and  vegetation  of  the 
Preserve  and  for  visitor  use  facilities  cannot  be  inventoried  nor 
can  legal  actions  be  initiated  to  protect  Federal  interests  in  these 
water  resources . 

FAMILY  HISTORY  CENTER- -ELLIS  ISLAND 

26.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  your  negotiations  to  create  a  Family 
History  Center  at  Ellis  Island? 

Answer:  The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  with  the  Ellis  Island 
Restoration  Commission  to  develop  the  Family  History  Center  is  due  to  expire  in 
May  1995.  Over  the  past  decade  they  have  not  been  able  to  generate  from  private 
sources  the  estimated  $6  to  10  million  needed  to  install  the  program. 
Concurrently,  the  MOA  with  the  Statue  of  Liberty/Ellis  Island  Foundation  is  due 
to  expire  at  the  end  of  1995,  after  a  highly  successful,  $400  million  fund 
raising  effort.  The  NPS  is  in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  new  MOA  with  the 
Statue  of  Liberty/Ellis  Island  Foundation  to  rehabilitate  the  Baggage /Dormitory 
Building,  incorporating  the  Family  History  Center.  The  NPS  is  also  in  the 
process  of  negotiating  a  new  MOA  for  the  Ellis  Island  Restoration  Commission. 
This  MOA  would  establish  for  them  an  advisory  role  in  the  planning  and  design  of 
the  Family  History  Center  Project. 

27.  Question:  Why  have  you  linked  this  to  the  fundraising  effort  to 
complete  the  south  end  of  the  island? 

Answer:  The  negotiations  for  the  development  of  the  30  deteriorated 
buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Ellis  Island,  under  discussion  for  over  a  decade, 
was  terminated  in  February  1995.  This  cancellation  left  the  NPS  with  no 
immediate  solution  to  the  rehabilitation  of  these  buildings,  estimated  at  $100 
million.  All  the  buildings  are  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  and  are  nationally  significant.  The  Baggage/Dormitory  Building  in 
particular  is  in  severely  deteriorated  condition  and  requires  about  $30  million 
for  rehabilitation.  Given  the  proven  track  record  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty/Ellis 
Island  Foundation,  we  initiated  a  discussion  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
their  continuing  the  rehabilitation  of  buildings  on  Ellis  Island.  They  have 
established  that  the  Family  History  Center  is  potentially  a  critical  fund  raising 
tool  for  the  project. 

URBAN  PARKS 

28.  Question:  You  are  requesting  only  $2.3  million  for  the  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  Fund  for  FY  96  .  I  am  very  disappointed  by  this  small  request 
and  am  only  slightly  heartened  by  the  $2.7  million  request  for  recreation  grants 
under  the  Crime  Bill  Trust  Fund.  Would  these  Crime  Bill  grants  be  administered 
by  UPARR? 
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Answer:  Yes.  The  UPARR  program  has  extensive  experience  in  targeting 
grants  for  recreation  to  needy  urban  neighborhoods,  including  grants  aimed  at 
providing  alternatives  to  youth  crime.  Based  on  the  program's  experience  with 
facility  rehabilitation  and  program  innovation,  the  Crime  Bill  appropriation 
could  be  used  for  the  new  " at-risk-youth"  grants  based  on  the  directions  and 
criteria  for  selection  contained  in  sec.  31502  of  the  1994  Crime  Bill. 

29.  Question:  What  criteria  would  communities  have  to  meet  in  order  to 
quality  for  a  Crime  Bill  grant? 

Answer:  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  a  "at-risk-youth"  recreation 
grant,  a  local  government  must  have  a  National  Park  Service  approved  five-year 
Recovery  Action  Program  plan. 

I  know  that  in  the  Crime  Bill,  as  passed  last  year,  there  were  provisions  for  the 
Park  Service  to  fund  efforts  to  make  eind  maintain  safe  urban  park  areas. 

30.  Question:  What  is  the  Service  doing  to  ensure  that  urban  park  areas 
continue  to  be  made  safer  and  more  useable  for  everyone? 

Answer:  Once  a  grantee  receives  a  UPARR  grant,  it  is  the  grantee's 
responsibility  to  ensure  that  the  recreation  site  is  clean,  safe,  and  usable. 
In  addition,  UPARR  recreation  sites  are  inspected  every  three  years  to  ensure 
that  the  grantee  is  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  Federal  regulations. 

31.  Question:  Is  the  Service  aware  of  the  Randall's  Island  Project  in  New 
York? 

Answer:   We  are  not  familiar  with  this  project. 

32.  Question:  Is  it  consistent  with  the  mission  of  the  Service  to  enter 
into  a  partnership  with  the  Project  to  ensure  that  the  facility  will  develop  as 
a  safe  and  valuable  park  that  benefits  the  diverse  urban  communities  that 
surround  it? 

Answer:  We  would  prefer  not  to  comment  until  we  become  acquainted  with 
more  details  concerning  this  project. 

PARK  SERVICE  PROJECTS  IN  ILLINOIS 

I  was  pleased  to  see  the  Service  request  an  increase  of  $230,000  for  the  Rivers 
and  Trails  Conservation  Assistance  Program,  bringing  the  total  request  for  FY  96 
to  $7,226,000.  I  was  disappointed,  however,  to  learn  that  this  sum  does  not 
include  funds  to  continue  the  Chicago  Rivers  Demonstration  Project.  The 
Wisconsin  Field  Office  has  been  enormously  successful  in  administering  program 
like  the  Chicago  Rivers  Demonstration  Project,  throughout  the  entire  region. 

33.  Question:  Please  provide  for  the  Committee  a  list  of  your  FY  96 
budget  requests  for  the  Rivers  and  Trails  offices. 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  overall  FY  96  budget  request  for 
the  Rivers,  Trails,  and  Conservation  Assistance  Program  is  $7,226  million,  to 
cover  18  field  offices  (of  which  9  are  co-located  in  NPS  Regional  Offices)  and 
the  Washington  Office.  Actually  budget  requests  from  the  18  field  offices  and 
WASO  are  not  received  until  August  15  each  year  and  could  be  made  available  to 
the  Committee  after  that  date. 

34.  Question:  What  tangible  products  have  been  accomplished  by  the 
Chicago  Rivers  Demonstration  Project? 

Answer:  Three  enhancement  projects  have  been  designed  for  implementation 
based  on  information  obtained  through  social  surveys  and  similar  assessments 
conducted  for  natural  resources  and  recreation. 
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(1)  At  Prairie  Wolf  Slough  in  Lake  County  (a  22  acre  wetland  restoration 
and  environmental  education  project) ,  soil  testing  and  site  evaluation  have  been 
completed  and  site  development  will  begin  this  spring. 

(2)  At  Gompers  Park  (a  site  located  on  the  city's  north  side  administered 
by  the  Chicago  Park  District) ,  area  residents  and  school  children  are  presently 
learning  about  the  Chicago  River  in  their  neighborhoods,  particularly  about  the 
natural  functions  of  flood  plains  and  associated  wetland  ecosystems,  so  they  can 
effectively  participate  in  planting  over  8,000  wetland  plants  in  May. 

(3)  At  Beaubien  Woods  (a  local  park  adjacent  to  Altgeld  Gardens  public 
housing  community  on  the  city's  south  side),  Youth  Opportunity  Corps  members 
assigned  to  the  Cook  County  Forest  Preserve  District  and  local  youth  working  for 
"Fishin'  Buddies!",  an  African-American  youth  mentoring  organization,  will  assist 
with  trail  building  and  brush  clearing  activities. 

These  projects  as  well  as  several  others  in  the  planning  stage  will  enhance 
segments  of  the  river  corridor  and  provide  opportunities  for  much  needed  open 
space,  recreation  and  environmental  education.  These  efforts  also  serve  as 
national  models  of  practical,  community-based  action  for  improving  the 
environment  and  quality  of  life,  particularly  in  vinderserved  urban  neighborhoods. 

National  Park  Service  has  also  facilitated  comprehensive  social  assessments 
conducted  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  USDA  Forest  Service.  Results 
have  provided  valuable  insights  regarding  the  public's  perception  and  desired 
future  condition  for  the  river  corridor.  We  learned  that  one-tenth  of  all 
Chicagoland  residents  (750,000  people)  live  within  one  mile  of  the  waterway  and 
that  the  public's  perception  of  river  water  quality  is  substantially  different 
than  that  of  area  resource  experts.  Further,  area  residents  indicate  that  future 
improvements  to  the  waterway  should  focus  on  improving  water  quality,  increasing 
natural  habitat,  offering  river  education  programs  to  area  children  and  providing 
for  the  personal  safety  of  all  users.  The  Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation 
District  of  Greater  Chicago,  manager  of  the  waterways,  has  substantially 
increased  public  outreach  and  education  programs  to  better  explain  on-going 
efforts  aimed  at  improving  water  quality.  The  District  now  understands  that  its 
long-range  plan  for  water  quality  -  "our  goal  is  clear"  -  is  fully  supported  by 
area  residents. 

35.  Question:  In  view  of  this  progress,  how  will  the  Service  continue 
with  the  Chicago  Rivers  Demonstration  Project  in  the  future  and  how  will 
experience  gained  in  Chicago  assist  urban  conservation  efforts  in  other  cities? 

Answer:  Continuation  of  the  Chicago  Rivers  Demonstration  Project  would 
include  preparation  of  an  action  plan  for  resource  enhancement,  publication  of 
project  studies  and  findings,  implementation  of  additional  site-specific 
projects,  and  the  availability  of  experienced  project  staff  to  assist  with 
similar  initiatives  in  other  urban  areas.  The  perception  surveys  combined  with 
conmninity  outreach  efforts  by  the  Friends  of  the  Chicago  River  have  provided  the 
basis  for  the  development  of  vision  statements  to  guide  future  waterway 
enhancements.  Coupled  with  resource  capabilities,  these  visions  will  enable  the 
identification  of  viable  activities,  programs  cuid  policies  in  the  action  plan  to 
ensure  effective  implementation  of  community-based  enhancements. 

Publication  and  broad  distribution  of  study  findings  will  better  inform  residents 
and  local  decision-makers  regarding  resource  values  and  community  needs.  This 
will  improve  the  potential  for  successful  project  implementation  and  increase  the 
capability  of  local  organizations  to  effect  positive  change  throughout  the 
community.  Project  findings  may  also  assist  similar  efforts  in  cities  throughout 
the  country. 

With  the  assistance  of  Chicago-based  organizations  such  as  the  Urban  Resources 
Partnership,  a  collaborative  effort  of  Federal  agencies  (currently  chaired  by  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS) ) ,  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  the  City  of  Chicago  to 
enhance  the  urban  environment,  project  staff  will  initiate  additional  enhancement 
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activities  in  various  locations  along  the  waterway.  Experience  gained  from 
additional  projects  will  increase  the  capabilities  of  local  organizations 
ensuring  the  continuation  of  conservation  efforts  beyond  the  involvement  of  the 
NPS. 

NPS  Staff  experienced  in  urban  conservation  are  available  to  assist  similar 
efforts  in  other  U.S.  cities.  This  will  facilitate  the  transfer  of  methods  and 
technologies  appropriate  for  effectively  addressing  urban  resource  issues. 

INDIANA  DUNES 

36.  Question:  The  Senate  has  proposed  rescinding  $788,000  from  FY  95 
construction  funds  for  the  Indiana  Dunes,  Goodfellow  Camp.  What  would  be  the 
impact  of  this  rescission? 

Answer:  These  funds  are  intended  for  phase  one  to  restore  Good  Fellow 
Lodge  for  use  as  an  environmental  education  camp  to  provide  an  area  in  which  to 
assemble  large  participant  groups  for  all-season  uses,  including  structured 
recreation,  education,  and  other  park  interpretive  functions.  Interpretive, 
environmental,  and  restoration  planning  is  underway  and  scheduled  for  completion 
by  September,  1995.  A  rescission  would  defer  this  project  until  such  time  as 
funds  once  again  become  available.  This  project  has  no  Servicewide  construction 
priority. 

PARK  SERVICE  PROJECTS  IN  ILLINOIS 

37.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  land  exchange  between  the  Park 
Service  and  the  State  of  Illinois  at  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Trail  Site  #1? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  is  working  on  an  exchange  of  3.79 
acres  of  NPS  land  for  14  acres  of  adjacent  land  owned  by  the  State  of  Illinois. 
The  land  exchange  is  necessary  to  satisfy  a  state  legal  requirement  that  state- 
owned  buildings  be  located  on  state-owned  property.  The  State  of  Illinois  will 
build  a  visitor  center  on  the  3.79-acre  parcel.  The  properties  are  equal  in 
value.  The  NPS  Midwest  Regional  Office  is  currently  preparing  a  contract  to 
survey  the  exact  property  to  be  exchanged  and  is  also  preparing  the  necessary 
legal  paperwork  to  proceed  with  the  exchange.  The  NPS  is  also  working  with  the 
State  to  comply  with  section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act.  It  is 
possible  that  an  archeological  survey  of  the  3.79-acre  parcel  will  be  necessary. 

After  the  land  exchange,  the  NPS  will  enter  into  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the 
State  for  management  of  NPS  lands . 

38.  Question:   What  does  the  Service  plan  to  do  on  this  site? 

Answer:  The  National  Park  Service  is  working  closely  with  the  State  of 
Illinois,  through  the  Illinois  Historic  Preservation  Agency  (IHPA) ,  to  plan  for 
and  facilitate  the  establishment  of  a  visitor  center  on  this  site.  The  actual 
development,  operation  and  funding  of  the  facility  is  intended  to  be  the  State's 
responsibility.  Utilizing  Fiscal  Year  1993  appropriated  planning  funds,  the  NPS 
prepared  an  engineering  study  and  a  conceptual  plan  for  the  site  and  the 
interpretive  center.  This  work  was  coordinated  with  the  IHPA.  In  October  1994, 
the  NPS  and  IHPA  met  with  representatives  of  the  local  community  and  the  Lewis 
and  Clark  Trail  Society  to  review  these  plans.  There  was  a  strong  consensus  to 
proceed  with  more  detailed  plans  for  a  visitor  center  of  approximately  5,000 
square  feet.  There  was  also  substantial  interest  in  the  future  construction  of 
a  replica  of  Camp  Dubois  for  interpretive  purposes. 

The  Illinois  State  legislature  appropriated  $440,000  for  the  visitor  center  in 
1990  and  another  $800,000  on  a  matching  basis  in  1994.  Local  interests  indicated 
they  would  begin  a  campaign  to  raise  the  matching  funds  from  private  and  other 
government  sources.  A  bill  has  been  introduced  in  the  current  Illinois  State 
legislature  to  provide  basic  operating  funds  for  the  facility. 


Thursday,  April  6,  1995. 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

WITNESSES 

MICHAEL  P.  DOMBECK,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MAN- 
AGEMENT 

DENISE  MERIDITH,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGE- 
MENT 

HORD  TIPTON,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  RESOURCE  USE  AND  PROTEC- 
TION, BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MAITLAND  SHARPE,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  RESOURCE  ASSESSMENT 
AND  PLANNING,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

BOB  HENRY,  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  TEAM  LEADER,  BUREAU  OF  LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

MARY  ANN  LAWLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  BUDGET,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
INTERIOR 

Mr.  Regula  [presiding].  I'll  reconvene  the  committee. 

And  we  welcome  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Your  state- 
ment or  statements  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  we'll  ap- 
preciate your  summarizing  for  us. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  morn- 
ing. And  good  morning  to  you,  Mr.  Yates. 

First,  I'd  like  to  introduce  my  associates  here.  To  my  right  is 
Denise  Meridith,  the  Deputy  Director  of  BLM.  Denise  has  been 
with  BLM  for  22  years  and  has  a  great  breadth  of  experience  from 
New  Mexico,  California,  Nevada,  our  Eastern  States  office  in  Vir- 
ginia, and  now  as  Deputy  Director. 

And  to  my  immediate  left,  the  person  with  the  biggest  briefing 
book  is  Bob  Henry,  our  team  leader  for  budget  and  finance. 

And  next  to  Bob  is  Hord  Tipton,  Assistant  Director  for  Resource 
Use  and  Planning,  and  he's  responsible  for  policy  development  and 
oversight  of  operations,  of  programs  like  mining,  recreation,  for- 
estry, and  law  enforcement. 

And  next  to  Mr.  Tipton  is  Maitland  Sharpe,  Assistant  Director 
for  Resource  Planning  and  Assessment,  that  oversees  the  long-term 
planning  of  our  public  lands  inventory  reporting  needs. 

And  also  in  the  audience  are  Mary  Ann  Lawler,  Director  of  the 
Office  of  the  Budget  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  also 
Nina  Rose  Hatfield,  Assistant  Director  for  Business  and  Fiscal 
Practices. 

Now  I'd  like  to  very  briefly  summarize  some  of  the  high  points 
of  my  statement.  First  of  all,  you  know,  the  primary  mission  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  reflected  in  our  budget  submission, 
and  that's  to  sustain  and  improve  the  health,  diversity,  and  produc- 
tivity of  270  million  acres  of  public  lands  that  we  manage.  As  the 
West  grows  and  changes,  new  and  conflicting  demands  are  placed 
upon  these  public  resources.  At  BLM,  we  manage  forests,  deserts, 
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grasslands,  watersheds,  arctic  landscapes.  The  resources  we  man- 
age are  as  diverse  as  our  customers  and  stakeholders  who  range 
from  people  who  mine  and  graze,  cut  timber,  recreation  users  such 
as  hunters,  anglers,  bikers,  sightseers,  bird  watchers,  and  our  very 
important  customers  are  State  and  local  governments  that  are  af- 
fected by  our  land  management  decisions  and  benefit  from  the  pub- 
lic lands  by  sharing  some  $650  million  of  receipts  each  year. 

Partnerships  are  a  very  important  part  of  our  program.  Those 
important  partners  include  State  and  local  governments.  We  con- 
sult with  them  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  and  we  make  lands  available 
at  little  or  no  cost  to  State  and  local  governments,  and  they  rely 
heavily  on  BLM  land  and  data. 

We  have  developed  a  blueprint  for  the  future  which  includes  our 
long-term  strategic  goals,  and  I'd  just  like  to  state  those  five  goals. 
They  are  to  restore  and  maintain  the  health  of  the  land;  to  improve 
service  to  the  public  and  encourage  sound  land  use  practices;  to  fos- 
ter a  more  inclusive  decision-making  process  and  better  account- 
ability; to  improve  the  way  we  do  business,  and  to  recruit,  develop, 
and  retain  a  quality  and  diversified  workforce.  These  were  the 
goals  that  this  budget  proposal  was  based  upon  when  it  was  assem- 
bled. 

Several  programs  within  BLM  have  received  modest  increases  in 
this  proposal.  We've  worked  hard  to  balance  those  with  offsetting 
decreases  in  other  program  areas,  and  I  would  just  like  to  mention 
three  of  our  priority  areas. 

No.  1  is  the  President's  Forest  Plan.  We  are  proposing  an  in- 
crease there.  With  that  increase,  we  will  be  able  to  move  to  fully 
implement  the  President's  Forest  Plan  a  year  sooner  than  initially 
planned.  So  we  would  fully  implement  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
and  the  timber  outputs  there  in  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Dombeck  and  witness  biog- 
raphies follow:] 
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IvnCHAEL  P  DOMBECK 

ACTING  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

before  the 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 

April  6,  1995 


Mr  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  testify  before  your 
subcommittee  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  proposed  budget  for  FY96. 

The  primary  mission  of  the  BLM,  as  reflected  in  our  budget  submission,  is  to  sustain  and  improve 
the  health,  diversity  and  productivity  of  the  public  lands  we  manage    As  the  West  grows  and 
changes,  new  and  conflicting  demands  are  placed  upon  us  At  BLM,  we  manage  forests,  deserts, 
grasslands,  watersheds,  and  arctic  landscapes.  The  groups  we  serve  are  as  diverse  as  the  lands  we 
manage    Our  customers  and  stakeholders  include  permit  holders  who  mine,  graze,  and  cut  timber 
and  recreational  users  such  as  hunters,  anglers,  campers,  day  hikers,  and  sightseers    Most  western 
state  and  local  governments  are  afiFected  by  our  land  management  decisions  as  well  as  benefitting 
from  our  shared  receipts  of  more  than  $650  million  a  year  We  are  keenly  aware  that  the  actions 
we  take  have  deep  and  lasting  eflFects  on  those  who  adjoin  and  enjoy  public  lands. 

State  and  local  governments  are  among  BLM's  most  important  customers  We  consult  with  them 
on  a  day-to-day  basis  in  our  efforts  to  be  good  neighbors  We  include  them  as  partners  in  our  land 
management  efforts    We  make  land  available,  at  little  or  no  cost  to  state  and  local 
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governments  for  a  variety  of  purposes  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act    Finally. 
State  and  local  governments  rely  heavily  upon  BLM  land  and  resource  data. 

We  recognize  the  fiscal  constraints  under  which  this  Committee  labors.  At  BLM,  we  strive  to  use 
the  funds  that  the  Congress  allocates  as  efficiently  as  possible.    As  you  know,  the  President's 
FY96  Budget  requested  $1,157  billion  for  BLM    At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the  President's 
Reinventing  Government  Initiative,  all  Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission    This  is  an 
ongoing  process  which  includes:  addressing  the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input,  asking 
whether  the  mission  could  be  accomplished  as  well  or  better  without  Federal  involvement;  looking 
for  ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve  performance  through  competition,  and  ways  to  put  customers 
first,  cut  red  tape  and  empower  employees.  We  are  actively  participating  in  this  eflFort  and  will 
keep  this  subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

At  BLM,  we  have  developed  a  "Blueprint  for  the  Future."  It  reflects  our  five  strategic  goals  for  the 
future.  We  ask  that  we  be  judged  on  how  well  we  perform  these  goals,  and  when  we  don't,  I  want 
to  hear  about  it.  They  are: 

•  Restore  and  maintain  the  health  of  the  land 

•  Improve  services  to  the  public  and  encourage  sound  land  use  practices 

•  Foster  more  inclusive  decisions  and  better  accountability 

•  Improve  the  way  we  do  business,  and 

•  Recruit,  develop,  and  retain  a  quality  and  diversified  work  force 
It  is  with  these  goals  in  mind  that  the  FY96  budget  was  assembled 
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This  year's  budget  request  of  $1  I  57  billion  is  an  increase  of  $55  million  over  FY95    While 
BLM's  FTEs  will  remain  steady  in  FY96  (at  11. 046),  because  of  an  increase  in  seasonal  workers  of 
266  FTEs,  BLM's  permanent  workforce  will  actually  decrease  by  2  4%    While  several  programs 
within  BLM  have  received  modest  increases,  we  have  worked  hard  to  balance  those  with  offsetting 
decreases  m  other  program  areas.  I  would  like  to  briefly  highlight  for  the  subcommittee  some  of 
the  major  changes  from  FY95,  and  then  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have 

The  President's  Forest  Plan  continues  to  be  a  high  priority.  This  year,  we  propose  a  $20  million 
increase  which  is  divided  between  protecting  old  growth  ecosystems  (known  as  Option  9)  and 
"Jobs  in  the  Woods"  Department-wide,  the  President  is  proposing  $30  million  for  "Jobs  m  the 
Woods,"  with  a  stated  goal  to  diversify  local  economies  and  create  permanent  full-time  jobs  in 
the  private  sector. 

The  Department  is  proposing  an  $8  million  initiative  to  increase  recreational  fishing  opportunities, 
of  which  $4  million  of  the  program  is  proposed  for  BLM    This  increase  is  proposed  to  be  used  for 
restoring  the  health  of  stream  habitat  and  their  native  fish  species  and  will  rely  heavily  on 
partnerships  with  conservation  groups     Local  communities,  often  in  rural  areas  with  fewer  job 
opportunities,  will  see  tangible  economic  results  from  the  recreational  fisheries  increase  Tens  of 
thousands  of  local  jobs  can  be  directly  traced  to  recreational  fishing  on  public  lands    This 
program's  goal  of  restoring  fish  habitats  and  increasing  fishing  opportunities  will  see  a  direct 
infusion  of  tourism  dollars  into  local  communities 
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The  California  Desert  Protection  Act  in  1 994  designated  69  new  wilderness  areas  under  BLM 
management    It  also  added  other  new  responsibilities  to  BLM's  efforts  in  the  California  Desert 
which  prompted  BLM's  request  for  an  additional  $5  million  for  boundary  sur\'eys  and 
identification,  mapping  and  wilderness  management.  Additionally,  BLM  is  redirecting  existing 
resources  to  this  program 

As  the  subcommittee  is  aware,  all  Department  of  the  Interior  fire  programs  are  funded  through 
BLM  and  are  then  reallocated  to  the  principal  fire  fighting  bureaus.  This  year's  budget  request  is  a 
$10.5  million  increase  for  Emergency  DOI  firefighting  (which  includes  actual  firefighting  and 
emergency  rehabilitation)  for  a  total  of  more  than  $131  million.  This  increase  reflects  the  past  10- 
year  average  of  actual  firefighting  costs. 

The  health  of  the  public  rangelands  continues  to  be  a  major  area  of  emphasis  within  BLM    Our 
budget  priorities  reflect  this  commitment  with  a  $6.5  million  increase  in  land  resources  to 
accelerate  the  restoration  of  rangelands  throughout  the  west.  The  rangeland  management  program 
allows  us  to  maintain  and  improve  the  condition  of  upland  ranges  and  riparian  areas  to  continue 
our  goal  of  effective  multiple  use  of  rangelands 

Other  proposed  increases  this  year  include  $2.5  million  to  return  recreation  fee  collections  to 
recreation  areas  in  the  form  of  additional  investments  and  capabilities  to  maintain  and  enhance  the 
facilities  for  which  the  public  user  pays  a  fee.  This  is  the  direct  return  of  a  benefit  to  the 
recreational  public  user.  Also  in  the  budget  is  an  increase  of  $250,000  in  recreation  management 
to  support  increased  visitor  services    We  also  found  it  necessary  to  make  decreases  in  a  number  of 
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programs  in  order  to  maintain  fiscal  balance    These  include  oil  and  gas  management,  Alaska 
conveyance,  hazardous  material  management  and  the  wild  horse  and  burro  programs    All  of  these 
increases  and  decreases  reflect  BLM's  and  the  Secretary's  careful  attempts  to  balance  competing 
demands  in  a  time  of  fiscal  restraint 

Mr  Chairman,  I  would  be  delighted  to  expand  on  any  and  all  of  these  programs  but  I  recognize 
that  the  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  would  like  to  ask  about  their  priorities  and  concerns. 
Therefore,  let  me  conclude  by  assuring  this  Committee,  that  we  at  BLM  seek  to  be  fully 
responsive  to  the  desires  of  this  Committee,  the  Congress,  and  the  American  people  regarding  the 
management  of  the  public  land    Our  budget  justifications  reflect  the  difficult  task  of  balancing 
priorities  and  obligations  while  ensuring  that  we  are  responsible  stewards  of  the  public  lands    Our 
goal  will  continue  to  be  to  provide  for  a  wide  variety  of  public  land  uses  without  compromising 
the  long-term  health  and  diversity  of  the  land.  I  welcome  your  questions. 
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BIOGRAPHY 

Dr.  MICHAEL  IP,  DQMEECIK 

Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

As  Ihe  Acting  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Dr.  Mike  Dombeck  oversees 
management  of  270  million  acres  of  surface  land  and  over  570  million  acres  of  mineral 
estate.  He  also  manages  a  budget  of  more  than  $1  billion  and  a  work  force  of  about 
10,000. 

Over  the  last  four  and  a  half  years.  Dr.  Dombeck  has  come  to  know  the  BLM  from 
several  different  positions  he  has  held.  Fn  the  past  year,  he  has  served  as  Chief  of  Staff, 
Deputy  Assistant  -Secretary  and  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Minerals 
Management  with  responsibility  for  overseeing  the  programs  of  three  Interior  Department 
agencies,  including  the  BLM.  In  previous  years.  Dr.  Dombeck  served  as  advisor  to  the 
BLM  Director  on  fish,  wildlife  and  recreation  issues  and  as  liaison  on  those  issues  with 
Congress  as  well  as  recreation,  industry  and  conservation  organizations. 

His  perspectives  on  wildlife,  fisheries  and  recreation  come  from  a  combination  of  his 
broad  personal,  professional,  and  academic  experiences.  He  grew  up  in  northern 
Wisconsin's  lake  country  where  he  worked  as  a  fishing  guide  for  I  1  summers.  He  earned 
undergraduate  and  graduate  degrees  in  biological  sciences  and  education  from  the 
University  of  Wisconsin-Stevens  Point  and  the  University  of  Minnesota.  He  earned  his 
doctorate  in  fisheries  biology  from  Iowa  State  University  and  is  n6ted  for  research 
contributions  on  muskies  and  lake  habitat  management.  In  addition.  Dr.  Dombeck  has 
authored  numerous  scholarly  publications  and  made  frequent  national  as  well  as 
international  scientific  presentations. 

Dr.  Dombeck  taught  biology,  chemistry,  science,  zoology,  and  fisheries  management  at 
public  schools  and  universities.  He  spent  12  years  with  the  Forest  Service  primarily  in 
the  Midwest  and  West.  In  his  last  Forest  Service  post  as  National  Fisheries  Program 
Manager  in  Washington,  D.C.,  he  was  recognized  for  outstanding  leadership  in 
developing  and  implementing  fisheries  programs  and  forging  partnerships.  He  also  spent 
a  year  as  a  Legislative  Fellow  working  for  U.S.  Senator  Thad  Cochran  with  responsibility 
for  natural  resource  and  Interior  appropriations  issues. 

Dr.  Dombeck  and  his  family  live  in  Vienna,  Virginia.  They  enjoy  outdoor  activities, 
especially  fishing,  himling,  boating  and  camping. 

Personal  Summary 

Re.sidence  Vienna,  Va. 

Date/Place  oC  Birth    9/2 1/48,  Stevens  Point.  WI. 

Marital  Status  Married,  one  daughter.  Mary. 

Education  Ph.D.,  Fisheries  Biology,  Iowa  State  University 

M.S.  Zoology,  University  of  Minnesota 
M.S.T.,  Biology  &  Education;  B.S.,  Biology  & 
General  Science.  Univ.  of  Wl-Stevens  Point 

Personal  Interests      Born  and  raised  25  miles  from  a  town  of  2,500 

people,  he  remains  a  very  active  outdoorsman.  He 
regularly  spends  time  hunting,  fishing,  boating  and 
camping.  Served  as  seasonal  fishing  guide  from 
1966  to  1977  in  Wisconsin. 

Career  Summary 

February  3,  1994  Named  to  serve  as  Acting  Director.  Bureau  of 
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Land  Maniigement 
9/93-2/94  Chief  of  Staff  to  Asst.  Sec,  Land  and  Minerals 

Mgmt.,  Dept.  of  Interior,  Wash.,  D.C. 
1/93-9/93  Acting  Asst.  Scc./Dep.  Asst.  Sec,  Land  and 

Minerals  Mgmt.,  Dept.  of  Interior,  Wash.,  D.C. 
9/89-12/92  Science  Advisor  and  Special  Assistant  to  Director, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wash.,  D.C. 
1987-1989  National  Fisheries  Program  Manager,  USDA, 

Forest  Service,  Wash.,  D.C. 
1985-1987  Regional  Fisheries  Program  Manager,  Pacific 

Southwest  Region,  USDA,  Forest  Service,  CA. 
1978-1985  Fisheries  Management  and  Research  Biologist, 

USDA  Forest  Service,  MI.  and  Wl. 
1975-Present  Staff  Columnist,  Visitor  Magazine,  Hay  ward,  Wi. 

1971-1973  Instructor  of  Zoology,  Univ.  of  Wisc.-Stevens  Pt. 

Professional  affiliations: 

Advisory  Committee  Member,  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute  and 
State  University  School  of  Foresty  and  Wildlife  Sciences 
American  Fisheries  Society  -  Certified  Fisheries  Scienti.st 
Society  of  American  Foresters 
American  Institute  of  Fishery  Research  Biologists 
Gamma  Sigma  Delta,  Honorary  Society  (Agriculture) 
Sigma  Xi,  Scientific  Research  Society 
Board  of  Governors  -  Freshwater  Fishing  Hall  of  Fame 
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Ms.  Meridith  was  appointed  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  in  August  of  1993.    Ms.  Meridith  is 
the  first  woman  to  hold  the  number  two  position  in  BLM.    She  is  also  the  first  BLM 
female  biologist,  the  first  BLM  female  career  Senior  Executive,  and  the  first  BLM 
African  American  State  Director.    As  Deputy  Director,  she  assists  in  managing  270 
million  surface  acres  of  public  lands. 

Ms.  Meridith,  a  wildlife  biologist,  has  been  with  the  BLM  for  over  20  years. 
After  graduating  from  Cornell  University  in  1973,  Ms.  Meridith  worked  as  a  wildlife 
biologist  in  the  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  field  office.    She  has  since  held  jobs  of 
increasing  responsibility  in  wildlife,  recreation,  environmental  science,  and 
management.    In  1977,  she  returned  to  the  East  to  work  as  an  Environmental 
Coordinator,  a  wildlife  habitat  manager  and  the  Chief  of  Resources  in  Eastern 
States  and  Washington,  D.C.  Headquarters  offices,  until  1980.    From  1980  to 
1986,  Ms.  Meridith  served  as  Deputy  State  Director  for  Lands  and  Renewable 
Resources  at  Eastern  States. 

During  the  period  of  1986  to  1991,  Ms.  Meridith  served  as  Deputy  State 
Director  for  Renewable  Resources  in  the  BLM's  New  Mexico  State  Office  in  Santa 
Fe  and  as  Associate  State  Director  in  the  BLM's  California  State  Office  in 
Sacramento,    in  1991,  Ms.  Meridith  was  named  State  Director  of  Eastern  States,  a 
post  she  held  until  she  became  BLM's  Deputy  Director. 

Ms.  Meridith,  a  native  New  Yorker,  was  born  in  Brooklyn  and  raised  m 
Queens.    She  received  her  Bachelor  of  Science  Degree  in  Natural  Resource 
Management  and  Wildlife  Biology  from  the  Cornell  University  College  of  Agriculture 
and  a  Master's  Degree  in  Public  Administration  from  the  University  of  Southern 
California. 

Having  retained  an  active  role  with  Cornell  University,  she  has  served  on  the 
Cornell  Council,  Cornell  University's  Board  of  Directors  of  the  College  of 
Agriculture  and  Life  Sciences  Alumni  Association,  and  the  President's  Council  of 
Cornell  Women.    In  1992,  she  helped  to  sponsor  a  seminar  on  environmental 
issues  presented  by  Cornell  faculty  to  Federal  and  non-profit  organization 
employees  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Ms.  Meridith  has  been  an  active  member  of  a  wide  variety  of  professional 
and  civic  organizations,  including  the  Wildlife  Society,  the  Society  of  American 
Foresters,  the  Roundtable  Associates,  the  Federally  Employed  Women,  the  National 
Association  of  Female  Executives,  the  Minorities  in  Natural  Resources  and  the 
Related  Sciences,  the  Minorities  m  Forestry,  the  League  of  Women  Voters,  and 
Blacks  in  Government.    Ms.  Meridith  has  received  many  accolades  throughout  her 
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career,  particularly  for  her  work  to  create  new  alliances  among  Federal,  state  and 
local  governments,  private  industry,  non-profit  groups,  and  academia.    In  1987, 
Ms.  Meridith  received  the  Meritorious  Service  Award  from  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Ms.  Meridith's  outside  activities  include  photography,  showing  Cairn  terriers, 
and  public  speaking. 
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MAITLAND  SHARPS 

ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  RESOURCE  ASSESSMENT  &  PLANNING 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


Born  July  13,  1945,  in  Washington,  D.C.,  raised  in  Fall  Church, 
Virginia.   Swarthmore  College,  B.A.  (political  science,  with  High 
Honors)  1967;  Stanford  University,  graduate  degree  program  in 
political  science,  1967-69. 

Maitland  Sharpe  started  working  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  on  February  5,  1995,  as  Assistant  Director,  Resource 
Assessment  &  Planning.  Sharpe  heads  the  unit  that  monitors  land 
health,  develops  management  plans  dealing  with  public  land  uses, 
oversees  land  and  mineral  surveys  and  records,  develops  policies 
relating  to  land  exchanges,  wilderness  and  special  designations, 
and  carries  out  other  related  functions. 

Sharpe  entered  the  conservation  field  as  a  consultant  to  the 
"National  Parks  for  the  Future  Project"  conducted  by  the 
Conservation  Foundation,  in  1972.   He  joined  the  staff  of  the 
Izaak  Walton  League  of  America  in  1972  and  served  as: 
environmental  affairs  director,  1973-78;  conservation  director, 
1979-81;  associate  executive  director,  1981-92.  In  June  1992, 
Sharpe  became  executive  director  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League. 

Sharpe  has  worked  extensively  on  water  policy,  water  quality, 
water  resource  development  projects.  National  Forest  policy  and 
management,  public  rangeland  management,  and  a  variety  of 
budgetary  and  fish  and  wildlife  issues,  while  also  directing  the 
lobbying,  policy,  and  planning  activities  of  the  Izaak  Walton 
League.   Has  spoken  and  published  on  a  wide  range  of  conservation 
topics,  with  emphasis  on  rangeland  management  and  other  public 
lands  issues. 

Sharpe  was  appointed  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  National 
Public  Lands  Advisory  Council  by  Secretary  Lujan,  in  1990.   He 
has  served  on  the  U.S.  Implementation  Board  for  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Plan,  and  as  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Man  and  the 
Biosphere  Committee  on  Rangelands  (MAB  III)  and  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences/National  Research  Council's  Committee  on 
Wild  Horses  and  Burro  Research.   He  has  served  on  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Natural  Resources  Council  of  America,  the 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordinating  Committee,  and  numerous 
boards. 

He  resides  with  his  wife,  Susan,  and  two  daughters  in  Arlington, 
Virginia. 


845 


HORD  TIPTON 

ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR.  RESOURCE  USE  AND  PROTECTION 

BIOGRAPHY 


Kentucky  native  W.  Hord  Tipton  is  Assistant  Director  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Ihteiior'i  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Resource 
Use  and  Protection  program  in  Washington,  D.C.  This  program  oversees 
energy  and  minerals,  timber,  range,  wildlife,  recreation  and  a  host  of  smaller 
programs.  The  broad  range  of  resources  requires  an  extensive  knowledge  of 
resource  development  and  an  intense  sensitivity  to  protection  of  the 
environment  and  the  ecosystem. 

Tq)ton  most  recently  served  as  Acting  Director  and  Deputy  Director  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Office  of  Surface  ^fining  (OSM) 
Reclamation  and  Enforcement.  In  those  capacities,  Tipton  managed 
programs  dealing  with  the  regulation  of  coal  mining  operations  and  the 
reclamation  of  abandoned  mines  throughout  the  United  States. 

Tipton  served  m  Lexington.  Ky.,  as  the  OSNf  s  Kenmcky  Field  Office 
Director  from  19S2-1989.  In  diat  position,  Tipton  represented  the  Director 
of  die  OSM  in  overseeing  all  Federal  and  State  coal  mining  operations  in 
Kenmcky. 

From  1979-1982,  Tipton  was  Acting  Regional  Director  and  Deputy  Regional 
Director  for  the  OSM  in  Knoxville,  Tenn.  Tipton's  duties  included  working 
with  the  Southeastern  States  to  develop  State  regulation  and  reclamation 
programs. 

Before  joining  the  U.S.  Department  of  die  Interior,  Tipton  worked  as  an 
engineering  administrator  and  production  engineer  for  Union  Carbide 
Corporation  in  Oak  Ridge,  Tenn.,  and  as  a  chemist  for  Swift  Company  in 
Chicago,  ni. 

Tipton  has  won  several  professional  awards,  including  a  Presidential  Award 
for  Management  Improvements  in  1992  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Award  for  financial  management  in  1 991 . 
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Tipton,  who  ccnnpleted  HarvardUniveisity's  piogram  for  managers  of 
envixonmoital  programs  in  1979,  holds  a  Master  of  Science  degree  in 
EngineeriiQg  Administntion  from  die  Uxuvenity  of  Tennessee.  He  earned 
his  Bachdor  of  Science  degree  in  chemistry  firam  Morehead  University  in 
Ketttucky. 

T^ton,  a  native  of  Mount  Sterling  Ky . ,  lives  in  AdingtcHi,  Va.,  and  is  the 
fadier  of  two  college^aged  children.  He  claims  to  be  "the  world's  finest  chili 
maker"  «nd  is  a  veteran  of  the  Hawaiian  innunan  Ttiad3k)n. 

The  BLM,  an  agency  widiin  the  Department  of  the  hiterior.  manages  270 
million  acres  of  public  land,  most  of  it  in  1 1  Westem  States,  including 
Alaska.  The  agency  also  manages  the  mineral  estate  under  another  300 
million  acres  of  land  that  is  adimnistered  or  owned  by  other  govenoment 
agencies  or  private  interests. 
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Mr.  Yates.  May  I  ask  a  question? 
Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  I'll  yield. 

TAYLOR  SALVAGE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Yates.  How  does  the  Taylor  amendment  affect  that? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  from  the  standpoint  of  BLM,  we're  able  to 
get  115  million  board  feet  out  through  the  salvage  program  without 
the  Taylor  amendment.  I've  asked  the  staff  to  look  very  closely  at 
getting  the  maximum  amount  of  timber  out  that  we  can  within  the 
existing  laws.  What  we  really  want  to  do  is  avoid  taking  any  risk 
of  litigation  and  look  at  an  even  flow  of  timber  and  predictability 
so  we  have  long-term  predictability  for  those  communities  in  the 
West. 

Mr.  Yates.  You  said  you  can  get  it  out.  Does  that  mean  that  it 
will  require  a  special  effort  to  get  that  much  out? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  It  will  require  that  we  shift  some  things  inter- 
nally, redirect  some  personnel  to  focus  on  this.  We  think  it's  real 
important  that  we  work  within  the  existing  environmental  laws, 
and  I've  asked  the  staff  to  look  at  that,  and  they  have. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  what  do  you  mean  by  "the  existing  environ- 
mental laws?"  As  I  recall  the  Taylor  amendment,  it  kind  of  sus- 
pended environmental  laws  for  the  time  being.  Why  are  you  look- 
ing at  existing  environmental  laws? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Well,  what  I'm  saying  is  that  we  can  get  that  vol- 
ume out  working  within  the  laws.  We  don't — we  don't  have  to 
work 

Mr.  Henry.  We  don't  need  the  suspension. 

Mr.  Yates.  Working  with  existing  laws 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  Or  within  the  Taylor — ^the  laws  created 
by  the  Taylor  amendment? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Within  existing  laws. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  that's  to  your  credit.  I  had  the  impression  that 
you  were  going  along  at  1995  level  and  that  was  your  maximum 
effort,  but,  apparently,  the  Taylor  amendment  will  require  you  to 
double  it,  won't  it,  that  output? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes  I  believe  the  initial  number  was  64  million. 

Mr.  Henry.  Yes,  sixty-four  million  board  feet. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  With  all  the  factors  that  occurred  in  1994;  the  se- 
riousness of  the  fire  situation  and  the  condition  of  the  forest  health 
problems  associated  with  that,  insects,  disease  problems,  etc.,  we 
began  looking  at  the  timber  salvage  issue  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  have  a  memorandum  here  respecting  the 
agency — if  you're  line  management  in  Fish  and  Wildlife — salvage 
timber  sale  amendment:  "A  proposed  amendment  establishes  a 
two-year  emergency  period  during  which  salvage  timber  sales 
would  be  dramatically  accelerated  on  Forest  Service  and  public 
land.  The  current  volume  of  salvage  timber  harvest  on  public  lands 
is  15  to  20  million  board  feet."  That's  you.  That's  what  you're  doing 
annually  now.  "The  amendment  establishes  a  legislative  require- 
ment for  115  million  board  feet  each  year  during  the  period."  That's 
five  times  more  than  you're  doing  now,  but  you  say  that's  what  you 
can  do.  That  leads  me  to  wonder,  if  you  can  do  five  times  more  now 
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than  you  could  last  year,  why  last  year,  then,  did  you  only  do  15 
to  20  million  board  feet? 


TIMBER  SALES 


Mr.  Regula.  Well,  for  clarification,  is  the  15  total  green  and  sal- 


vage? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  No,  that's  salvage. 

Mr.  Regula.  Just  salvage? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Just  salvage. 

Mr.  Regula.  How  much  green  do  you  do? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  In  Fiscal  Year  1995  we  will  do  about  360  million 
board  feet,  and  that  includes  salvage 

Mr.  Regula.  And  of  that  350,  15  would  be  salvage? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  One  fifteen  would  be  salvage. 

Mr.  Regula.  Historically,  it's  about  15,  or  20,  but  you're  saying 
you  can  do  115,  you  will  do  115? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  Will  that  cause  you  to  cut  back  on  the  green? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  No.  We  have  placed  increased  efforts  on  in  the 
President's  Forest  Plan  to  move  that  forward.  We  have  really  taken 
a  close  look  at  this  program  and  want  to  move  as  aggressively  as 
we  can  to  havest  timber  while  assuring  the  appropriate  environ- 
mental protections. 

Mr.  Yates.  They're  doing — they're  supposed  to  do  115  million 
board  feet.  They  have  been  doing,  if  this  memorandum  is  correct, 
you  have  been  doing  15  to  20  million  board  feet;  is  that  a  correct 
statement? 

Mr.  Henry.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  If  you  can  do  115  million  a  year  without  undue 
trouble,  why  did  you  only  do  15  or  20  before? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Well,  I  would  say  the  focus  of  the  program  in 
prior  years  was  not  on  salvage  to  the  extent  that  it  is  today.  What 
really  brought  this  issue  to  the  forefront  was  the  severity  of  the  fire 
season  that  we  had  last  year,  the  increasing  awareness  of  the  for- 
est health  issues,  and  the  insect  and  disease  problems.  Therefore 
we  are  shifting  programs  toward  salvage. 

Let  me  add,  though,  that  I  asked  the  staff  the  question:  well,  can 
we  do  more  in  salvage  beyond  the  115?  And  the  answer  to  that  is, 
basically,  no.  Of  course,  there  are  very  important  factors  working 
within  the  existing  environmental  laws.  Some  of  the  volume  that's 
out  there  for  example  just  is  not  economic  to  harvest  it.  It's  out 
there  and  it's  either  of  low  value  or  it's  maybe  in  Alaska  and  trans- 
portation makes  it  infeasible. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes.  Now  did  you  prepare  this  memorandum?  I  was 
told  that  your  agency  prepared  it. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  I  have  not  seen  this  before. 

Mr.  Yates.  Who's  Kevin  Girgley?  Do  you  have  a  Kevin  Girgley? 
Is  he  a  lawyer  of  yours? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes,  Kevin  is  on  the  departmental  budget  staff. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  apparently,  that  came  from  him.  So  let  me  read 
you  those  and  let  me  get  your  replies,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  We'd  be  happy  to  take  a  real  close  look  at  that 
and  provide  a  response  in  detail. 
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Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  But  I  want  to  do  that  now,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  Yates.  This  memorandum  says,  and  I  quote,  "This  is  an  ob- 
vious attempt  to  open  up  areas  for  timber  han'^est  without  regard 
to  environmental  safeguards.  It  would  not  be  necessary  to  set  mini- 
mum harvest  levels  if  the  intent  were  to  simply  remove  trees  in 
need  of  salvage."  Is  that  a  correct  statement? 

In  other  words,  you're  supposed  to  go  ahead  without  worrying 
about  the  environment  at  all? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  We're  not  doing  that,  sir.  We  have  done  a  variety 
of  things  since  last  fall  to  really  take  a  look  at  how  we  can  stream- 
line these  programs.  For  example,  we  met  with  the  Forest  Service, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  EPA  to  take  a  look  at  the  consultation  process  and  all  the  proc- 
esses required  to  get  a  sale  from  the  beginning  to  the  point  that 
it  can  be  sold.  And  what  we  found  out  is,  looking  at  the  time  tables, 
it  would  take  us  somewhere  from  about  275  days  to  460  days  with 
no  appeals.  And  by  taking  a  look  at  starting  consultation  early, 
along  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  agreeing  to  joint  consultations,  we  can  decrease 
that  time  to  a  minimum  of  about  160  days.  So  there  we're  talking 
about  just  a  matter  of  four  to  five  months  as  opposed  to  ten 
months.  And  it's  things  like  that  that  we  really  have  taken  a  close 
look  at  as  far  as  being  able  to  cut  the  red  tape  and  simplify  the 
process,  get  the  agencies  working  together  as  closely  as  possible, 
and  I  think  there  are  some  real  benefits  to  that. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  I  don't  want  to  get  Kevin  into  any  trouble  by 
referring  to  this  memorandum,  into  any  more  trouble  than  I've  al- 
ready gotten  him.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Regula.  You're  working  at  it.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  He  says,  further,  'The  definition  of  salvage  timber 
sale  in  the  Taylor  amendment  is  too  broad  and  is  more  or  less  a 
license  for  unregulated  timber  harvest." 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  And  my  suspicion  is  that  what  that  is  referring 
to  is  specifically  the  Taylor-Young  amendment  that  is  calling  for 
the  sufficiency  language,  and  what  we  feel  is  we  can  get  the  vol- 
ume out  without  that  sufficiency  language. 

Mr.  Yates.  All  right.  And  the  memorandum  goes  ahead,  "It  in- 
cludes insect-infested  trees.  Insects  are  a  natural  and  valuable 
component  of  a  forest  ecosystem." 

[Mr.  Dombeck  nods  affirmatively.] 

Mr.  Yates.  You  nod  yes.  When  you  nod,  look  at  the  court  re- 
porter because  she  can  put  it  down  then.  [Laughter.] 

"It  also  includes  trees  imminently  susceptible" — that's  the  defini- 
tion, "imminently  susceptible  to  fire  or  insect  attack,  as  well  as  as- 
sociated trees.  This  definition  will  allow  broad  expanses  of  forest  to 
be  included  as  associated." 

Will  that  be  the  way  you  operate? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  The  categories  of  trees  mentioned  there,  the  fire, 
the  black  timber,  the  insect-infested,  the  disease  problems,  we 
would  certainly  take  a  very  close  look  at  that.  The  important  point 
that  I  want  to  make  is  the  fact  that  we  are  proposing  to  do  the  sal- 
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vage,  and  make  the  commitment  to  do  it,  using  the  appropriate  en- 
vironmental safeguards. 

Mr.  Yates.  One  of  the  things  that  I  worry  about  is  that  you  will 
be  including  green  trees  in  the  harvest  to  take  place,  and  I  don't — 
I  don't  know  whether  or  not  that's  the  intention  of  the  authors  of 
the  amendment,  but  it  surely  shouldn't  take  place  if  this  is  to  be 
a  salvage  sale,  shouldn't  it — or  should  it? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  correct;  it  should  not. 

Mr.  Yates.  It  should  not.  And  you  propose  not  to  do  it? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  Okay.  You  don't  have  anything  to  do  with  Tongass, 
do  you — or  do  you? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  No,  we  don't. 

Mr.  Yates.  No. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  the  national  forests. 

TIMBER  salvage 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  he  goes  on — this  memorandum  goes  on  further, 
"Although  there  may  be  some  legitimate  need  for  increased  salvage 
timber  harvest,  this  amendment  goes  much  further.  It  essentially 
opens  up  the  possibility  for  a  below-cost  sale  with  little  or  no  atten- 
tion to  existing  environmental  requirements  and  court-ordered  pro- 
tection for  threatened  and  endangered  species." 

One  of  these — I  remember  the  Taylor  amendment.  One  of  the 
lines  in  it  is  to  the  effect  that  cost  should  be  a  factor  in  connection 
with  your  achieving  the  minimums  established,  the  minimum  cuts 
established  in  the  Taylor  amendment.  You  don't  have  to  worry 
about  the  cost.  You  can  have  below-cost  sales  in  order  to  get  those 
minimums.  And  you  can  also  even  give  them  a  way  in  order  to  get 
those  minimums,  although  that  should  be  a  low-cost  sale.  You're 
going  to  wind  up  with  a  lot  of  low-cost  sales,  aren't  you? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Let  me  ask  one  of  my  staff  that  knows  the  pro- 
gram the  details. 

Mr.  Tipton.  In  total  figures,  we  expect  a  two-for-one  return  on 
it.  There  may  be  some  below  cost,  but  others  could  offset  that.  So 
the  average  is  we  should  have  twice  the  receipts  that  it  costs  us 
to  put  it  out  at  115 

Mr.  Yates.  So  do  I  understand  you  correctly  then;  you're  going 
to  make  money  from  this  program?  The  Government's  going  to 
make  money?  The  Government  won't  make  money  because,  as  I  un- 
derstand, what  happens  to  the  fund,  it  goes  into  three  places.  One, 
it  goes  into  a — shared  by  the  States.  I  think  the  States  get  as  much 
as — what  do  they  get,  half?  I  think,  then,  the  KV  reforestation  gets 
a  quarter,  and  the  balance  goes  into  a  fund  for  reforestation  and 
salvage.  Is  my  memory  correct? 

Mr.  Henry.  The  KV  fund  applies  to  the  Forest  Service.  In  our 
case,  the  receipts  come  back  to  us  in  the  forest  ecosystem  health 
fund,  which  was  set  up  two  years  ago  specifically  for  that  purpose. 
The  collections  from  salvage  come  back  for  further  future  salvage 
sales. 

Mr.  Yates.  It  comes  back  to  you  as 

Mr.  Henry.  To  BLM. 

Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  A  part  of  your  appropriation 

Mr.  Henry.  Right. 
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Mr.  Yates  [continuing].  To  be  used  as  a  part  of  your  appropria- 
tion? 

Mr.  Henry.  Correct.  It's  a  permanent  program. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  it's  not — it's  a  permanent  program? 

Mr.  Henry.  Right. 

Mr.  Yates.  And  it  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  distributed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  old  allocation? 

Mr.  Henry.  Correct. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  much  money  do  you  get  that  way? 

Mr.  Henry.  I'm  not  sure  of  the  annual  figures,  but  we  have  a 
current  balance  in  that  account  of  about  $7  million. 

Mr.  Yates.  Seven  million 

Mr.  Henry.  Seven  million  dollars. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  see.  All  right,  I'll  come  back. 

BLM  TIMBER  SALES 

Mr.  Regula.  All  right.  I  have  a  few  questions. 

What  percent  of  the  total  Federal  sale  of  timber  is  from  BLM? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  believe  it's  about  5  percent. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it's  not  a  big  factor? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  No.  We're  a  small  player  in  the  overall  timber 
program. 

Mr.  Regula.  From  your  experience,  is  the  two-year  life  on  most 
of  these  salvage  trees,  in  terms  of  being  useful  timber  about  right? 
I  know  it  varies  by  species,  but  is  that  a  pretty  good  number  on 
average? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  It  may  be  more  than  two  years;  in  some  cases  three, 
possibly  four. 

Mr.  Regula.  Depending  on  the  species? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  That's  a  little  short.  Depending  on  the  species. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it  is  important  to  get  it  harvested  if  that's  to  be 
done.  Do  you  have  any  major  amount  of  road  budget  or  would  most 
of  your  sales  be  possible  without  building  additional  roads? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes.  There's  no  road  construction  proposed  associ- 
ated with  it. 

RECREATION 

Mr.  Regula.  I  think  an  area  that's  not  noted  very  much  in  BLM 
is  your  recreational  activities.  Would  you  like  to  describe  what  is 
happening  in  terms  of  recreational,  multi-purpose  use  of  the  BLM 
lands? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  I'll  make  a  couple  of  points,  and  then  ask  Denise 
Meridith,  our  recreation  expert,  to  elaborate  on  that  a  little  bit. 

BLM  had  some  65  million  recreation  users  last  year.  We  antici- 
pate use  to  increase.  We  have  270  million  acres  of  public  lands.  As 
the  West  changes,  we  have  a  tremendous  amount  of  pressure  on 
the  national  park  system,  and  BLM  provides,  opportunities  to  take 
the  pressure  off  of  the  parks. 

We're  proposing  this  year  to  include  $2.5  million  to  return  fees 
collected  to  the  recreation  fee  sites  to  maintain  those  areas,  to  im- 
prove our  opportunities  and  our  capabilities.  It's  a  user-pay  system 
that  we  have  proposed  this  year. 

Another  thing  that  we  have  proposed  is  $4  million  to  increase 
recreational  fishing  opportunities,  and  this  will  be  used  to  restore 


853 

the  health  of  the  streams,  native  fish  populations,  and  this  is  a  pro- 
gram where  we  rely  very  heavily  on  local  partnerships,  on  con- 
servation groups  and  local  communities.  And  although  fishing  may 
not  seem  important,  the  fish  are  really  the  overall  indicators  of  the 
health  of  the  entire  watershed  and  relate  to  water  flows  and  all 
sorts  of  economic  benefits  and  environmental  benefits.  There  are 
tens  of  thousands  of  jobs  associated  with  these  types  of  activities. 
Angler  days  bring  about  $40  for  each  angler  day  into  the  local 
economies,  and  they  just  provide  another  form  of  diversity  to  the 
local  economies. 

And  I  might  ask  Denise  maybe  to  elaborate  more  on  the  recre- 
ation program. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Thanks,  Mike. 

I'm  really  excited  about  the  recreation  program.  I've  been  a  pro- 
ponent of  that  for  some  time,  since  I  started  with  the  BLM.  I  did 
a  lot  of  work  in  recreation  in  the  Red  Rocks  Canyon  area.  It's  the 
future  of  natural  resource  agencies  like  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement. It's  a  growth  industry.  In  the  United  States  there  are  not 
too  many  of  those  left  anymore. 

The  recreational  fisheries  program  is  probably  poorly  named  be- 
cause the  real  value  is  economic,  and  it's  almost  a  community  fish- 
eries program.  We  anticipate  that  on  BLM-managed  lands  right 
now  $360  million  goes  into  local  communities  as  the  result  of  our 
fishing  activities. 

Mr.  Regula.  Three  sixty  into  the  economy? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Right,  into  the  economy. 

And  we  have  some  very  good  examples  of  potential  that  is  even 
greater.  For  example  in  Lake  Havasu,  Arizona,  BLM  has  invested 
about  $2  million  into  a  fisheries  project  there  which  the  community 
estimates  will  bring  in  $3.5  million  a  year  for  the  local  economy. 
Fishing  alone,  we're  talking  about  12,000  jobs  now.  And,  again,  if 
we  develop  that  even  more,  I  think  it  will  be  great. 

In  recreation  areas,  you  get  a  very  high  return  for  your  money 
as  far  as  matching  grants.  I've  done  a  lot  of  work  with  the  recre- 
ation industry  folks.  They're  very  excited  about  these 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  coordinate  with  States  on  their  lands? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Right.  Exactly.  And  we  have,  which  I'll  leave  with 
you  a  partnership  directory  that  we  just  recently  put  out  which 
lists  all  of — and  it's  just  a  sample;  it's  not  even  all  of  them — the 
different  organizations  with  which  we  have  partnerships,  most  of 
them  being  in  the  recreation  area. 

So  I  just  feel  it's — ^you  know,  it's  where  the  future  is  for  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  operate  visitors'  centers? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  very  few  compared  to,  for  example,  the 
Park  Service. 

Mr.  Regula.  In  your  camping  areas  do  you  have  opportunities 
for  people  to  have  an  educational  experience  about  what  they're 
seeing? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes,  we're  really  improving  our  interpretative  ac- 
tivities. Recreation  2000  is  a  program  that  was  initiated  a  couple 
of  years  ago.  We've  just  revised  that  program.  We  can  provide  you 
a  copy  of  that  document  later. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Recreation  2000:  Update 


I.  FOREWORD 


This  strategy  is  written  for  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM  or  Bureau) 
employee  and  is  an  addendum  to  Recreation 
2000:  A  Strategic  Plan  and  the  companion 
National  Implementation  Plan.  The  purpose 
of  the  update  strategy  is  not  to  replace  these 
documents  but  to  refocus  and  narrow  the 
scope  of  implementation.  The  Update 
provides  the  vision  to  move  us  into  the 
future.  This  is  not  a  play  for  program 
specific  funding  as  was  a  primary  goal  of 
the  original  Recreation  2000  strategic  plan. 
An  executive  summary  has  been  prepared 
for  external  audiences. 

Although  the  Update  refocuses  our  emphasis 
for  accomplishing  Recreation  2000,  the 
intent  is  not  to"do  more  with  less."  We 
want  to  concentrate  on  our  core  business 
(strengths)  as  defined  by  each  local  office. 
In  other  words,  we  are  going  to  continue  to 
improve  public  land  recreation  opportunities 
by  doing  what  we  really  do  well. 

The  Update  recognizes  that  each  resource 
area  contains  its  own  unique  attributes  and 
has  limited  fiscal  and  personnel  resources. 
The  Update  also  recognizes  that  we  can  play 
a  variety  of  roles  as  a  recreation  provider. 
We  all   must  recognize  that  in  order  to 


continue  our  success,  we  need  to  focus  on 
our  strengths  among  recreation  providers. 
We  cannot,  and  should  not,  try  to  be  "all 
things  to  all  people."  Instead  we  must 
aspire  to  be  the  best  within  our  niche. 
Based  on  these  premises,  the  Update 
provides  strategic  direction  regarding  where 
the  BLM  should  focus  its  attention  in 
recreation  management  and  provides  great 
latitude  for  field  implementation.  We 
encourage  your  leadership  in  achieving  the 
desired  results. 

In  developing  the  Update,  we  called  upon' 
the  expertise  of  numerous  managers  and 
staff  from  within  the  Bureau.  We  also 
involved  a  stakeholder's  team  composed  of 
recreation  leaders  from  a  broad  spectrum. 
You  will  notice  that  much  of  the  guidance  is 
illustrated  with  examples  of  current 
implementation  actions.  These  show  that 
with  present  funding  and  resource 
limitations,  we  are  already  successful  in 
moving  the  BLM  in  the  right  direction. 
Your  individual  commitment  to  showing 
foresight  and  creativity  in  implementing  this 
strategy  will  lead  to  greater  success.  We 
thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort  to 
improve  public  land  recreation  management. 


n.      INTRODUCTION 
A.      Background 

The  BLM  introduced  the  Recreation  2000 
initiative  in  1989,  and  produced  a  strategic 
plan  which  has  guided  public  land  recreation 
management.  The  strategy  initiated  a  new 
way  of  thinking  regarding  the  BLM's 
recreation  program  by: 


Reaffirming    our    traditional    resource 
protection  and  enhancement  role. 

Strengthening    our    role    in    providing 
visitor  services. 
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■  Establishing  our  new  role  in  building 
partnerships  with  other  recreation  and 
tourism  providers. 

The  Bureau  embraced  this  strategy,  along 
with  many  of  our  partners.  During  the  first 
five  years  of  implementation,  we  have  been 
successful  in  moving  the  BLM  into  the 
forefront  of  many  aspects  of  recreation 
management.  For  example,  the  BLM  is 
now  considered  to  be  a  leader  in  the  areas  of 
river  management,  mountain  biking  and 
cave  management.  We  have  established  a 
national  role  in  enhancing  opportunities  for 
America's  second  most  popular  pastime, 
driving  for  pleasure,  by  developing  the 
National  Back  Country  Byways  program. 
The  BLM  also  stands  out  among  agencies  as 
being  an  open  and  innovative  leader  in  the 
establishment  of  recreation  management 
partnerships. 

In  1994,  the  BLM  will  host  an  estimated  75 
million  recreation  visitors. 

Many  changes  are  occurring  that  require  us 
to  reassess  and  update  the  implementation 
strategy  for  Recreation  2000.  A  major 
premise  of  the  original  Recreation  2000 
implementation  strategy  was  the  continued 
growth  of  the  BLM  budget  combined  with 
adequate  personnel  and  other  resources  to 
implement  the  actions.  Changes  taking 
place  at  all  levels  of  government  now  make 
this  premise  unrealistic.  Foremost,  in  the 
face  of  dramatic  deficits  and  high  levels  of 
customer  dissatisfaction,  the  Federal 
government  is  taking  a  completely  new  look 
at  the  way  it  does  business.  We  have 
decided  to  take  this  and  other  challenges 
head-on.  We  are  providing  an  updated 
realistic  strategy  about  the  BLM's  ability  to 


provide  quality  recreation  opportunities 
within  the  new  fisc^  constraints  and 
organizational  changes. 

B.      A  New   Emphasis:   The  Forces 
Behind  it 

The  following  changes,  factors,  and 
assumptions  are  guiding  the  development  of 
the  Recreation  2000:  Update. 

1.  Flat  budget  outlook. 

While  the  Recreation  2000  initiative  has 
resulted  in  considerable  growth  of  Federal 
funding  and  resources  available  for  public 
land  recreation  management,  there  has  been 
no  recent  growth.  We  are  experiencing  a 
$50  million  annual  shortfall  to  implement 
Recreation  2000  as  originally  envisioned. 
The  budget  outlook  projects  little  increase  in 
funding  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

2.  The  President's  call  for  greater 
customer  service. 

Presidential  Executive  Order  #12862,  dated 
September  11,  1993,  entitled  "Setting 
Customer  Service  Standards"  requires  all 
Federal  agencies  to  provide  "customer 
service  equal  to  the  best  in  business."  The 
President  clearly  places  a  high  priority  on 
customer  service.  Since  most  of  our 
customers  who  use  public  lands  do  so  for 
recreation  purposes,  a  major  component  of 
our  customer  service  emphasis  will  be 
provided  by  our  recreation  management 
activities. 

3.  Crisis  in  the  parks  at  all  levels. 

Recreation  providers  at  all  levels  of 
government  are  experiencing  funding 
shortfalls  that  are  seriously  impeding  their 
ability  to  provide  recreation  opportunities  to 
the   public.      This    is   complicated    by    a 
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decaying  infrastructure  and  diminished  funds 
to  provide  for  normal  operations  and 
maintenance.  We  must  clarify  our  strengths 
and  direction  as  a  recreation  provider.  We 
must  establish  a  clear  role  in  working  with 
these  other  providers.  We  must  all  work 
together  to  be  effective  in  delivering 
recreation  opportunities  and  services. 

4.  BLM  organizational  changes. 

The  President's  National  Performance 
Review  and  corresponding  BLM 
organizational  changes  have  led  to  the 
following  assumptions: 

■  Decreasing  Personnel  -  In  addition  to 
level  budgets,  we  must  assume  a 
reduction  «-  the  number  of  BLM 
employees  available  to  implement 
Recreation  2000.  We  must,  therefore, 
continue  to  strengthen  our  efforts  in 
partnerships,  volunteers,  and  contracts. 

■  More  del^ation  of  authority  to  the  field 
level  —  We  will  work  within  existing 
regulations  and  authority.  We  must 
pursue  changes  in  authority  and  process, 
however,  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
service  delivery,  partnership 
development,  and  other  aspects  of 
implementing  Recreation  2000. 

"  Changing  the  traditional  roles  of 
organizational  function  ~  In  order  to 
move  delegation  of  authority  to  the  field 
level,  higher  levels  of  the  BLM 
organization  will  move  away  from 
traditional  functions  of  providing  specific 
direction   and   oversight.      The   higher 


management  levels  will,  instead,  provide 
both  guidance  and  a  support  role  for  field 
level  decisions  {Recreation  2000:  Update  is 
an  example). 

■  Move  away  from  program  specific 
budgeting  -  Field  offices  will  be  given 
funding  to  achieve  healthy  ecosystems. 
We  will  spend  minimal  time  justifying 
and  tracking  program  q)ecific  funding  at 
the  field  level. 

■  Flatter  organization  ~  A  flatter 
organizational  structure  will  require  the 
BLM  to  develop  scarce  skills  and  senior 
technical  expertise  at  lower  levels  of  the 
organization. 

5.  New  sources  of  funding. 

In  the  past,  we  relied  heavily  on 
congressional  appropriations  as  the 
traditional  means  for  supporting  recreation 
management  efforts.  We  must  now  continue 
to  look  outward  instead  of  upward  for  new 
sources  of  funding  and  other  resources  to 
accomplish  our  mission. 

C.      Recreation  2000:  Update  objectives 

The  objectives  of  the  Recreation  2000: 
Update  are: 

■  To  provide  a  vision  that  establishes  a 
dear  image  of  BLM's  role  as  a 
recreation  provider. 

■  To  provide  focus  for  the  policy,  goals 
and  objectives  defined  in  Recreation 
2000:  A  Strategic  Plan. 
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m.     MISSION/MOTTO/VISION  STATEMENTS 

MISSION:  Sustain  healthy  land  and  water 
resources  while  providing  quality  outdoor 
recreation  services. 


MOTTO:   Sharing  and  Caring 

Sharing  the  responsibility  for 
stewardship  of  public  lands  and 
waterways  with  our  partners  and  visitors. 

Casing  for  all  aspects  of  healthy 
ecosystems  including  our  customers  and 
quality  of  life  in  our  communities. 

VISION:  Our  overall  vision  is  "People 
renewing  their  relationship  with  the  land 
and  respecting  local  cultures  while 
enjoying  quality  recreation  activities." 
The  BLM  aspires  to  be  recognized  as: 

■  A  steward  committed  to  safeguarding  the 
ecological  sustainability  and  providing 
quality  opportunities  commensurate  with 
the  capability  of  the  resource  base  in 
accommodating  public  needs. 


An  innovator  ensuring  that  present  and 
future  generations  continue  to  oijoy 
recreational,  economic,  social,  cultural, 
and  aesthetic  benefits  from  public  lands. 
A  leader  in  providing  quality  wildland 
recreation  opportunities  that  encourages 
freedom  with  responsibility: 

Freedom  to  pursue  unstructured 
recreation  opportunities. 

Responsibility  to  use  public  lands 
wisely  and  to  respect  other  visitors 
and  local  residents. 

An  open  partner  in  working  with  other 
providers  to  meet  outdoor  recreation 
needs  across  a  much  broader  spectrum 
than  is  found  within  the  role  of  BLM 
recreation  management. 


rv.     GUIDING  PARAMETERS 

A.      Achieving    sustainable     healthy 
ecosystems 

Our  commitment  to  managing  healthy  and 
sustainable  ecosystems  will  change  the  way 
we  conduct  business.  We  will  move  away 
from  programmatic  activity  and  toward 
team-oriented  management.  This  shift  in 
emphasis  will  mandate  greater  collaborative 
efforts  in  both  planning  and  management. 

We  will  strive  to  meet  the  social  and 
economic  needs  of  present  and  future 
generations.  Among  other  things,  healthy 
ecosystems  provide  settings  where  present 
and  future  visitors  have  opportunities  for 


high  quality  recreational  experiences;  local 
communities  retain  their  cultural  and 
economic  health  and  integrity;  and  natural 
systems  remain  functional  and  healthy. 

Recreational  use  serves  as  the  link,  or 
bridge,  between  an  increasingly  insulated, 
urban  public  and  the  natural  environment. 
By  recreating  on  the  public  lands,  the 
majority  of  the  public  can  use  the  land, 
learn  about  the  land,  and  benefit  directly 
from  it. 
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B.      BLM'S    role    in    the    recreation 
niche  concept 

The  ELM  will  emphasize 
resource-dependent  recreation  opportunities 
that  typify  the  vast  Western  landscapes.  We 
will  give  the  public  the  freedom  to  choose 
how  to  spend  its  leisure  time  on  BLM 
managed  lands  within  the  constraints  of 
achieving  healthy  ecosystems,  resolving  user 
conflict,  and  providing  for  public  health  and 
visitor  safety. 

Although  we  manage  a  wide  range  of 
activities  and  settings,  the  BLM  public  lands 
are  noted  for  the  undeveloped,  wild  nature 
of  recreation  opportunities.  We  must 
customize  the -management  of  each  local 
area,  however,  according  to  its  own  unique 
attributes  and  situation. 

We  will  continue  to  highlight  management 
of  special  areas  and  our  focus  will  be  oa 
resource-dependent  opportunities,  but  we 
may  also  respond  to  demands  for  facility 
development  where  necessary.  It  is 
envisioned  that  most  recreation-related 
development  will  be  for  protecting  resource 
values  and  to  serve  as  staging  areas  for 
resource  based  use  and  not  as  visitor 
attractions  in  of  themselves. 

In  the  next  three  to  five  years,  we  will 
further  develop  a  "service  line",  stressing 
partnership  and  low  investment 
resource-dependent  opportunities  such  as 
back  country  byways,  watchable  wildlife, 
multiple  use  trails,  and  waterways.  We  will 
pursue  key  opportunities  where  we  can 
become  the  best  in  the  business.  Elsewhere, 
we  will  have  to  guide  use  to  other  recreation 
providers  or  limit  activities  to  critical 
custodial  management.  Implicit  in  this  is 
the  fact  that  we  may  have  to  deny  some 
proposals  that  are  outside  of  our  niche. 


Through  a  collaborative  effort,  recreation 
providers  must  strive  to  provide  a  diversity 
of  opportunities  and  to  make  them  available 
to  all  segments  of  the  public.  We  must  not 
try,  as  an  individual  agency,  to  become  all 
things  to  all  people.  Instead,  each  office 
must  identify  its  niche  within  the  framework 
of  our  national  role.  We  will  then 
concentrate  on  furnishing  quality  recreation 
opportunities  in  cooperation  with  other 
providers. 

Example:  New  Mexico's  Roswell  District 
contains  thousands  of  caves,  including 
Carlsbad  Caverns  National  Park.  In 
defining  one  of  its  primary  recreation 
niches,  the  District  has  decided  to 
concerurate  on  providing  wild  cave 
opportunities.  Visitors  wishing  a  more 
structured  cave  visit  are  directed  to 
Carlsbad  Caverns.  Within  this  region,  a 
broad  spectrum  of  customers  are  served 
by  both  the  BLM  and  the  National  Park 
Service  providing  complementary 
opportunities. 

We  recognize  that  changing  recreation 
trends  and  technologies,  and  expanding 
visitor  interests,  will  lead  to  new  demands 
for  recreation  opportunities.  We  will  keep 
an  open  mind  that  many  of  these 
non-traditional  uses  may  be  appropriate  and 
suitable  for  public  lands.  We  can 
accommodate  new  recreation  trends  within 
the  parameters  of  our  recreation  role,  niche, 
and  sound  ecosystem  management. 

C.      A  quest  for  quality 

We  will  place  continued  emphasis  on 
excellence  to  achieve  quality  recreation 
opportunities.  This  quality  emphasis 
includes  the  goal  of  attaining  universal 
accessibility  in  recreation  sites,  facilities, 
and  programs. 


860 


We  will  achieve  the  quality  quest  by 
narrowing  the  scope  and  refocusing 
Recreation  2000.  The  effort  will  emphasize 
results,  not  process.  This  is  not  an  attempt 
to  "do  more  with  less.*'  In  contrast,  the 
Update  empowers  field  offices  to  apply 
those  initiatives  and  programs  of  Recreation 
2000  that  best  match  your  niche  as  you 
define  it.  Concentrate  on  providing  quality 
recreation  opportunities  in  your  primary 
niche  before  moving  on  to  other  efforts. 

A  general  perception  in  implementing 
Recreation  2000  was  that  each  office  was  to 


respond  to  each  national  initiative  with 
programs  and  administrative  designations. 
This  response  would  then  result  in  the 
necessary  funding  to  manage  these  programs 
and  designations.  In  some  cases,  this 
actually  happened,  in  others,  not.  The 
direction  of  this  Update  .is  for  you 
implement  only  those  initiatives  that  best 
match  your  niche.  We  will  continue  to 
pursue  fiill  implementation  of  Recreation 
2000  including  creative  initiatives.  Take 
advantage  of  those  programs  that  will  assist 
you  in  achieving  the  direction  of  this 
Update. 


V.  GUroiNG  «UNCIPLES 

We  will  adopt  three  guiding  principles  that 
will  serve  as  our  basis  for  planning  and 
decision  making.  These  guiding  principles 
are: 

■  Providing  Quality  Public  Service 

■  Promoting  Collaborative 
Leadership  and  Shared 
Responsibility 

■  Improving  the  Way  We  Do  Business 

A.      Guiding  Principle  If  1:     Providing 
Quality  Public  Service 

We  will  provide  customer  service  that  is 
equal  to  the  "best  in  the  business"  for  the 
national  role  and  local  niche  that  we  fulfill. 
In  cooperation  with  our  delivery  partners, 
we  wUl  secure  the  essential  information 
about  our  recreation  visitors.  We  will  then 
provide  these  visitors  with  the  information 
they  need  to  select  recreation  opportunities 
that  are  right  for  them.  We  will  endeavor  to 
"touch,"  in  some  positive  way,  every 
visitor  who  comes  to  the  public  lands.   This 


may  be  done  by  personal  agency  contact; 
contact  through  an  outfitter,  guide,  or 
concessionaire  permitted  by  BLM;  or 
through  information  and  interpretive 
materials  made  available  to  visitors  prior  to 
or  during  their  visit.  Most  importantly,  we 
will  follow  through  in  providing  recreation 
opportunities  that  meet  or  exceed  visitors 
expectations. 

The  guidelines  for  improving  service  to  our 
customer  -  the  visitor  to  public  lands,  are 
as  follows. 

1.  Marketing  recreation  opportunities:  a 
shared  approach 

Marketing  is  defined  in  many  different 
ways,  often  leading  to  misunderstanding  and 
confusion  regarding  its  intent.  Within  the 
context  of  this  document  marketing  should 
not  be  interpreted  as  "promotion"  of  public 
lands.  For  our  purposes,  we  define 
marketing  as  a  customer  oriented 
management  approach   that  considers   the 
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strengths  of  the  BLM  as  a  recreation 
provider,  the  capability  of  our  lands,  and  the 
needs  of  our  customers.    Specifically: 

■  To  determine  the  needs  of  potential 
customers,  and  selecting  groups  of 
customers,  or  "segments"  whose  needs 
the  BLM  can  successfully  meet; 

■  To  define  our  national  role  and  local 
niche  as  a  recreation  opportunity  provider 
by  evaluating  the  BLM's  best  or  most 
unique  attributes  among  all  providers; 

■  To  develop  recreation  opportunities  or 
"products"  to  meet  the  needs  of  specific 
customer  segments  that  can  be 
accommodated  within  our  national  role 
and  local  niche; 

■  To  target  essential  information  to  these 
customer  segments  so  that  they  can  make 
informed  choices  about  whether  or  not 
our  recreation  opportunities  will  meet 
their  needs;  and 

■  To  obtain  feedback  from  our  customers 
to  determine  if  we  are  meeting  their 
needs! 

Example:  A  study  completed  by  the 
President's  Commission  on  Americans 
Outdoors  determined  that  driving  for 
pleasure  was  the  second  most  popular 
recreation  pastime  among  Americans. 
The  public  agencies  were  charged  to 
enhance /accommodate  these  needs.  The 
BLM  saw  this  large  group  of  existing  and 
potential  customers,  and  determined  that 
we  could  best  serve  segments  seeking  a 
backcountry  driving  experience.  This  led 
to  the  developmem  of  the  National 
Backcountry  Byway  program.  Other 
providers  (U.S.  Forest  Service,  NPS.and 
(he  States)  provide  complementary 
programs  targeted  toward  other 
customers  seeking  experiences  on  main 


highway  routes. 

We  have  broadly  outlined  our  national 
marketing  focus  by  developing  our 
recreation  mission,  vision  and  role  contained 
in  this  document.  At  the  field  level, 
however,  we  must  use  these  broad 
parameters  along  with  other  factors  when 
considering  our  local  marketing  niche  among 
all  the  resource-dependent  recreation 
providers  within  a  region. 

We  will  continue  to  implement  national 
initiatives  such  as  the  successful  backcountry 
byways,  mountain  biking  and  watchable 
wildlife  programs.  These  programs  are 
intended  to  provide  a  coordinated  response 
to  meet  the  needs  of  specific  customer 
segments  that  fit  within  the  BLM's  national 
marketing  focus.  By  implementing  the 
efforts  on  a  national  basis,  especially  in 
cooperation  with  other  providers,  we  can 
give  them  more  visibility  and  better  serve 
our  customers. 

Example:  The  BLM  is  a  cooperator  with 
numerous  Federal,  State  and  local 
ageru:ies  and  private  organizations  in  the 
nationwide  "Watchable  Wildlife" 
program.  To  date,  almost  300  of  the 
best  viewing  sites  on  BLM  lands  are 
included  in  the  program.  An  easily 
identifiable  symbol  (binoculars)  guides 
visitors  to  all  viewing  sites,  regardless  of 
agency  jurisdiction.  Wildlife  viewing 
guides  have  been  developed  for  most 
Western  States,  and  are  for  sale  at  most 
bookstores,  making  the  information  easily 
accessible.  several     States     are 

incorporating  viewing  sites  into  their 
transportation  maps.  Overall,  the 
program  has  reached  a  large  segment  of 
the      population,      increasing      their 
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awareness  of  the  importance  of  habitat 

conservation  and  good  viewing  ethics. 

The  benefits,  both  to  our  customers,  and 

to  the  cooperating  entities  far  outweigh 

what  could  have  been  accomplished  by 

an  uncoordinated  approach. 

In  summary,  the  final  determination  must  be 

made  at  the  field  office  level  as  to  whether 

a  national  marketing  initiative  fits  into  the 

niche  developed  for  that  area.    If  so,  there 

are    many   positive   aspects   that   can    be 

realized  by  participating  in  the  initiative. 

We  will  strive  for  quality,  not  quantity  in 

implementing  existing  and  future  national 

initiatives.      No  field  office  should  feel 

compelled  to  participate  in  an  initiative  if  it 

does  not  fit  their  local  niche. 

In  implementing  the  marketing  approach,  we 
will  join  with  enthusiasts,  local 
communities,  equipment  manufacturers,  and 
interest  groups  in  examining  management 
options  for  new  recreational  opportunities. 
We  will  focus,  however,  on  accommodating 
only  those  opportunities  that  are  compatible 
with  our  national  role  or  local  niche. 

Example:  Responding  to  a  rapid  increase  in 
demand  for  hang  gliding,  an  activity  new 
to  the  area,  the  Lakeview  Oregon  District 
worked  with  local  enthusiasts  and  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  to  explore 
managing  and  marketing  the  area  as  a 
hang  gliding  destiruuion.  At  the 
community's  request,  the  BLM  moved 
forward  to  accommodate  the  activity  and 
hosted  a  volunteer  ^ort  to  construct  a 
new  launch  site  on  public  lands.  Last 
year  the  community  hosted  the  U.  S. 
Hang  Gliding  Association  National 
Championship  competition.  Lakeview  is 
now  known  as  the  '  'Hang  Gliding  Capitol 
of  the  West".  The  new  activity  has 
.  proven  to  be  compatible  with  community 


and  resource  numagement  protection 
goals.  Hang  gliding  has  been  accepted  as 
a  positive  impact  on  the  area. 

1.  Gathering   recreation   needs/demands 
information:  a  shared  task 

Successful  service  providers,  public  agencies 

or  private  businesses,  clearly  understand  the 

needs  of  their  customers.      Without  this 

information,  they  risk  focusing  attention  on 

actions    that    meet    their    perception    of 

customer  needs,  and  assume  that  this  is 

always  the  same  as  the  actual  customers' 

needs.    Often  they  are  not.    In  the  private 

sector,  companies  who  do  not  understand 

and  meet  customers  needs  soon  lose  out  to 

competitors  and  Ml.  In  government  with  no 

private    market    mechanisms    in     place, 

however,  we  may  produce  a  product  that 

does  not  meet  the  public's  needs  —  unless 

we  continually  gauge  our  performance  by 

obtaining  direct  customer  information  and 

following  up  with   management  changes. 

We  have  some  mechanisms  in  place  to 

obtain  information  on  customer  needs.    We 

can,  however,  do  much  more  to  improve 

this  understanding  and  to  effectively  deliver 

recreation  opportunities. 

Example:       In    Colorado's    Carwn    City 

District,  a  visitor  survey  of  commercially 

outfitted   Whitewater  boaters  produced 

some   surprising    results.      Before   the 

survey,      managers     assumed     that 

Whitewater  boating  was  the  major  focus 

of  their  visit  to  the  area.    The  results  of 

the  survey,  however,  indiccued  that  for 

the  majority  of  these  visitors,  boating  was 

only  one  of  numerous  recreation  activities 

that  they  pursued.     The  results  of  the 

survey    have   helped   BLM   and   other 

recreation    providers    to    direct    more 

attention      to      the      development     of 

interpretive  sites,  wildlife  viewing  areas, 
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(rails,  and  other  complimentary  activities. 
These  were  the  opportunities  most  highly 
requested  by  the  customers  through  the 
survey. 

Numerous  public  and  private  organizations 
conduct  research  on  the  outdoor  recreation 
wants  and  needs  of  the  segments  of  the 
public  that  the  BLM  serves.  We  will  work 
cooperatively  with  these  organizations  to  get 
needed  information  on  our  visitors.  We 
must  seek  new  opportunities  to  share 
information  and  to  better  use  existing 
sources  such  as: 

■  Visitor  information  available  from 
outfitters,  guides,  concessionaires,  and 
other  public_  land  permittees.  Their 
success  in  business  depends  on  knowing 
and  meeting  customer  needs. 

■  Data  available  from  State  Fish  and  Game 
agencies.  Frequently,  hunting  and 
fishing  information  is  available  for 
specific  public  land/water  areas  that  gives 
a  good  overview  of  the  numbers  and 
characteristics  of  hunting  and  fishing 
enthusiasts. 

■  Market  research  information  from 
national  corporations  such  as  L  L  Bean 
and  Recreation  Equipment  Inc.  (REI)  and 
recreation  industry  trade  associations. 
These  entities  focus  a  great  deal  of  effort 
on  obtaining  trend  data,  much  of  which  is 
applicable  to  BLM  customers. 

■  Data  available  from  local  chambers  of 
commerce  or  tourism  regions.  Often 
these  organizations  are  open  to 
incorporating  BLM  information  requests 
into  their  data  collection  programs. 

■  Visitor  surveys  conducted  by  State 
government  in  support  of  their  State 
Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation 
Planning  (SCORP)  efforts. 


■  University  sponsored  research  conducted 
in  support  of  State  travel  and  tourism 
programs,  and  for  BLM  and  other  agency 
recreation  areas. 

Example:  In  Arizona,  BLM  cooperated  with 
the  USDA  Forest  Service  to  complete  a 
statewide  analysis  of  existing  and 
proposed  visitor  information  systems  and 
facilities.  This  comprehensive  study 
serves  as  the  basis  for  both  agencies  to 
plan  and  cooperate  on  providing  visitor 
information. 

Note:  In  the  long-term,  a  goal  of  the  Vice 
President 's  National  Performance  Review 
is  to  give  Federal  agencies  greater 
flexibility  in  obtaining  customer 
satisfaction  information  (i.e.,  delegating 
authority  to  agencies  to  approve  surveys 
V.  the  current  requirement  for  0MB 
approval).  We  will  Jully  support 
streamlining  the  process  for  obtaining 
customer  information. 

3.  Providing  information  to  BLM 
recreation  users:  a  shared  process 

The  BLM  and  other  recreation  providers 
face  a  big  challenge  in  getting  information  to 
our  customers.  Three  factors  are  key  ~ 
quality,  availability  and  timing.  Information 
programs  must  be  tailored  to  specific  areas 
and  customer  segments.  For  example,  some 
locations  are  considered  "destination 
areas"  where  visitors  wish  to- pursue  an 
extended  trip  on  public  lands.  Distributing 
advance  materials  to  these  potential 
customers  ensures  that  they  have  enough 
facts  to  make  informed  choices  about  the 
available  recreation  opportunities.  They  will 
also  understand  the  conditions  they  must 
prepare  for  to  safely  enjoy  the  area.  At 
other  areas,  and  for  certain  customer 
segments,  their  visit  to  a  region  will  include 
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more  spontaneous  exploring  with  little  up- 
front planning.  For  these  customers,  we 
must  make  quality  information  available 
locally.  In  both  cases,  the  purpose  is  to 
provide  information  matching  customer 
preferences  with  the  recreation 
opportunities. 

Example:  The  BLM  participates  in  an 
interagency  program  in  Southern 
Oregon 's  Lakeview  District  and  Northern 
California 's  Susanville  District  to  develop 
coordinated  information  guides  for 
regional  recreation  attractions.  These 
guides  are  distributed  to  local  motels, 
restaurants  and  other  businesses 
frequeruecTby  area  visitors  so  that  they 
can  learn  about  opportunities  in  the  three 
county  area. 

Traditionally,  BLM  has  depended  heavily  on 
in-house  brochures  and  other  written 
material  to  provide  information  and 
publicize  opportunities.  We  need  to 
reevaluate  the  effectiveness  of  many  of  these 
materials.  In  many  cases,  we  could  better 
serve  our  customers  by  redirecting  our 
attention  and  limited  funding  towards 
partnership  information  materials. 

We  must  also  further  broaden  our 
informational      content.  Most     land 

management  agencies,  including  the  BLM, 
focus  attention  on  agency  specific 
information  which  highlights  only  the 
opportunities  available  on  their  lands.  We 
need  to  develop  coordinated  materials  and 
programs  so  that  visitors  have  easy  access  to 
information  on  all  of  the  recreation 
opportunities  and  supporting  hospitality 
services  in  an  area.  We  have  done  a  poor 
job  of  getting  information  to  potential 
visitors,  particularly  information  which 
offers  alternative  destinations  for  specific 


outdoor  recreation  activities.  In  the  future 
we  will  strive  to  promote  "one  stop 
shopping"  for  inf6rmation. 

Example:  An  interpretive  association  sales 
outlet  at  the  New  Mexico  State  Office 
serves  as  a  regioruil  "one  stop 
shopping ' '  source  for  outdoor  recreation 
information.  Maps,  guidebooks  and 
other  information  media  highlight  all  of 
the  major  New  Mexico  recreation 
providers.  The  office  is  adjacent  to  an 
interstate,  offering  very  convenient  access 
to  visitors. 

In  summary,  the  level  of  customer 
satisfaction  we  provide  is  determined  by 
matching  a  visitor's  recreation  needs  to  the 
opportunities  available  within  the  overall 
region  that  they  choose  to  visit.  If  this 
"product-customer"  fit  is  poor,  the  result  is 
a  dissatisfied  customer.  We  need  to  get  the 
proper  information  tailored  to  the  customer, 
and  at  the  proper  time,  so  that  they  can 
decide  whether  or  not  the  opportunity  is 
right  for  them. 

An  equally  important  focus  of  our  visitor 
information  program  will  be  devoted  to 
interpretive  and  educational  efforts.  These 
efforts  will  promote  responsible  recreation 
use  and  an  interest  in  public  land 
stewardship.  We  will  use  local  interpretive 
programs  and  national  programs  such  as 
"Tread  Lightly"  and  "Leave  No  Trace"  to 
instill  visitors  with  an  interest, 
understanding  and  respect  for  natural  and 
cultural  resource:,  and  a  courtesy  towards 
other  users,  adjoiiiing  landowners,  and  local 
communities. 

Example:  The  BLM,  National  Park  Service. 
Forest  Service,  and  National  Outdoor 
Leadership  School  (NOLS)  have 
implemented  the  Leave  No  Trace  program 
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to  help  the  back  country  user  become  a 
better  land  steward.  The  program 
teaches  both  ethics  and  practical  back 
country  use  techniques.  This  enables 
users  to  practice  minimum  impact 
camping  and  land  use  practices.  Various 
educational/communication  techniques 
are  involved  to  ensure  reaching  a  large 
number  of  these  users. 

Example:  At  the  local  level,  the  Kingman 
Arizona  Resource  Area  brings  the  Leave 
No  Trace  Program  into  the  school  system 
with  the  "Impact  Monster"  skit.  The  skit 
demonstrates  improper  verses  good  land 
use  ethics.  ~TTie  program  is  brought  to 
Kindergarten  through  5th  grade  classes 
so  that  an  ethical  behavior  can  be 
fostered  among  future  public  land  users. 

We  can  improve  the  communication  flow  to 
prospective  recreation  users  by: 

■  Working  more  closely  with  local 
chambers  of  commerce,  to  provide 
complementary  and  complete  information 
on  available  attractions*  services,  and 
facilities  available  on  public  lands  and  in 
neighboring  communities. 

■  Utilizing  existing  user/industry 
magazines,  catalogs,  and  other 
publications.  These  are  much  more 
readily  available  to  our  customers  than 
BLM  publications. 

Examples:  Farmers  Insurance  has  published 
articles  on  the  BLM's  Back  Country 
Byways  in  several  recent  edition  of  their 
Friendly  Exchange  quarterly  magazine. 
Backpacker  Magazine  has  published 
special  inserts  on  hiking  and  mountain 
biking  opportunities  on  public  lands. 


Utah  and  Colorado  feature  BLM  Back 
Country  Byways  in  their  State  travel 
maps. 

L.  L.  Bean  will  publish  information  on 
the  Leave  No  Trace  program  in  their 
Spring  1995  catalog. 
Numerous  field  offices  have  incorporated 
public  lands  information  into  local  and 
regional  travel  guides. 

■  Pursuing  joint  ventures  with  other 
provider/delivery  partners  such  as  other 
Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies, 
tourism  offices,  and  private  providers 
such  as  outfitters  and  guides. 

Example:  BLM  has  been  sharing  a  visitor 
information  center  in  Moab,  Utah,  with 
the  Forest  Service,  National  Park 
Service,  State  Parks,  local  travel  and 
tourism  council,  and  private  providers 
and  operators. 

Example:  The  Professional  Guide  Institute 
in  Idaho  was  created  by  a  coalition  of 
agencies,  including  BLM,  and  outfitters 
and  guide  organizations  to  identify, 
enhance,  and  disseminate  the  interpretive 
and  educational  information  as  part  of 
the  guiding  service.  This  is  a  unique 
process  for  creating  a  greater  sensitivity 
among  the  guides  and  getting  information 
to  the  visitors  that  will  enhance  their 
experience  and  increase  their  sensitivity 
to  the  environment. 

■  Using  on-line  computer  services  such  as 
CompuServe  and  Prodigy  to  make 
information  more  readily  available. 

Example:  BLM  information  is  already 
available  to  travel  agents  and  others  who 
subscribe  to  the  computerized  Outdoor 
Recreation  Guide  (ORG). 
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■  Providing  information  through  visitor 
contact  stations  such  as  highway  rest  stop 
kiosks,  chamber  of  commerce  offices, 
and  computer  "touch  screen" 
information  stations  at  airports,  and  other 
high  traffic  locations. 

■  Targeting  information  on  recreation 
opportunities  to  specific  groups  of  users 
and  market  specifically  to  them. 

Example:  A  survey  of  the  hispanic  users  in 
the  California  Desert  revealed  that  the 
best  way  to  get  information  to  them  was 
through  a  local  Spanish  speaking  radio 
station. 

Example:  Colorado's  San  Luis  Resource 
Area  discussed  information  needs  with 
climbers  accessing  the  Peniteme  Canyon 
Rock  Climbing  Area.  Through  these 
informal  comacts  they  learned  that: 

■  Climbers  almost  exclusively  obtain 
information  about  the  area  through 
several  national  climbing  magazines 
and  local  guidebooks.  They  would  not 
be  reached  through  BLM  distributed 
publications. 

■  Many  climbers  were  coming  from 
outside  of  the  region  and  desired 
information  on  local  services  (motels, 
showers,  food,  etc.)  to  support  their 
access  to  the  BLM  lands. 

With  this  information  in  hand,  the  BLM 
focused  attention  on  working  with 
authors  to  place  user  ethics  and  resource 
protection  information  into  climbing 
publications.  In  addition,  they  worked 
with  community  chambers  of  commerce 
to  include  an  area  wide  listing  of 
community  hospitality  services  to  post 
with  an  information  board  in  the  climbing 
area. 


4.  Delivering   quality   service   to   public 
land  visitors 

The  President's  Executive  Order  #12862 
"Setting  Customer  Service  Standards" 
challenges  Federal  agencies  to  provide 
"Customer  service  equal  to  the  best  in  the 
business."  The  best  in  the  business  means 
"...the  highest  quality  of  service  delivered 
to  customers  by  private  organizations 
providing  a  comparable  or  analogous 
service. "  BLM  must  address  this  enormous 
challenge. 

In  the  private  sector,  hospitality  service 
organizations  such  as  hotels,  restaurants, 
and  tour  companies  provide  analogous 
leisure  services  to  the  BLM.  Author  Steven 
Covey  characterized  the  best  of  these 
organizations  as  those  that  empower  their 
employees  to  "make  it  right  for  the 
customer."  When  a  customer  has  a  special 
request  that  is  outside  the  norm,  every  effort 
is  made  to  meet  that  request.  At  the  bottom 
end  of  the  customer  service  spectrum,  an 
employee  will  immediately  quote  a  rule  or 
policy  that  prevents  him/her  from  meeting 
the  request. 

Our  role  typically  does  not  require  us  to 
provide  the  same  level  of  personal  on-site 
customer  service  as  many  private  and  other 
public  recreation  service  providers.  Many 
of  our  customers  wish  to  obtain  solitude  and 
pursue  unstructured  activities  that  can 
actually  be  diminished  by  on-site  contacts. 
This  does  not  diminish  our  responsibility  to 
provide  quality  customer  service.  It  just 
changes  our  delivery  strategy. 

We  must  tailor  our  services  to  our 
customers.  This  requires  us  to  know  who 
our  customers  are  and  what  their  needs  and 
expectations  may  be.  For  example,  a  visitor 
seeking  a  primitive  experience  in  the  back 
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country  will  not  want  or  need  the  same 
services  offered  to  visitors  in  intensive  use 
areas. 

We  must  work  cooperatively  with  other 
provider/delivery  partners  to  identify  the 
services  to  be  provided,  train  our  personnel 
in  the  delivery  of  these  services,  and 
determine  how  the  services  will  be 
delivered.  We  will  strive  to  provide  visitor 
services  commensurate  with  the  recreation 
opportunities  identified  for  specific  areas. 

Example:  The  Dillon  Resource  Area 
developed  a  process  for  idemifying  the 
needs  of  prospective  river  visitors  and  for 
evaluating  jvhether  or  not  these  needs 
can  best  be  met  through  private  trips  or 
commercial  outfitter  services. 

Where  personal  contact  is  made  through 
either  BLM  staff  or  a  BLM  partner,  each 
individual  must  be  trained  in  appropriate 
service  delivery. 

Example:  The  Super  Host  Program  in  Utah 
is  jointly  sponsored  by  Federal,  State, 
and  county  governments  involved  in 
providing  outdoor  recreation  services  to 
Utah  visitors.  Trained  instructors  from 
all  agencies  provide  specialized  training 
to  public  and  private  individuals  who 
"touch"  the  visitors  and  could  have  an 
impact  on  the  quality  of  the  visitors 
experience.  A  similar  program  is  also  in 
place  in  Idaho. 

We  will  give  equal  emphasis  to  providing 
present  public  land  visitors  with  high  quality 
distinctive  recreation  opportunities,  while  at 
the  same  time  assuring  that  opportunities 
remain  available  for  future  generations. 

Examples:  The  BLM's  Safford  District 
routinely  monitors  the  condition  of  the 
riparian  areas  and  camp  sites  in  the 


Aravaipa  Canyon  Wilderness.  To  ensure 
a  quality  recreation  experience  consistent 
with  the  wilderness  designation,  the 
District  has  implemented  a  permit  system 
to  limit  the  number  of  users  at  any  one 
time.  While  BLM  assumes  principal 
managemeru  responsibilities,  we  work 
closely  with  adjacent  landowners  and 
grazing  permittees  to  manage  their  uses 
so  that  they  are  compatible  with  the 
recreation  opportunities  provided  in  the 
area. 

In  Alaska's  White  Mountain  National 
Recreation  Area,  the  BLM  has  planned 
and  developed  a  system  of  recreation 
cabins,  providing  for  year-long  use  by 
hikers,  floaters,  snowmobilers ,  and  dog 
drivers.  These  reserved  fee  sites  are 
extremely  popular  and  are  managed  to 
provide  visitors  with  a  challenging  and 
primitive  recreation  experience. 

5.  Providing  service  to  a  diverse  public 

Recreation  visitors  to  public  lands  are 
changing  to  more  closely  reflect  the 
demographic  diversity  within  the  United 
States.  This  includes  racial,  ethnic,  and 
cultural  diversity  and  persons  with  various 
disabilities.  International  visitors  also  add  to 
the  diversity.  At  the  same  time,  certain 
segments  of  the  population  do  not  take 
advantage  of  public  land  recreation 
experience  opportunities. 

BLM  will  respond  to  this  diversity  within 
the  parameters  provided  in  our  recreation 
role  by: 

■  Developing  a  professional  work  force 
which  reflects  the  diversity  of  the  U.S. 
population  and  the  public  land  user; 

■  Understanding  the  unique  requirements 
and  preferences  of  various  segments  of 
public  land  visitors; 
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■  Including  marketing  strategy  provisions 
that  accommodate  a  diverse  public  and 
encourage  use  by  societal  segments  that 
are  not  currently  recreating  on  public 
lands;  and 

■  Aggressively  incorporating  the  principles 
of  universal  access  in  developing  and 
managing  our  facilities,  programs  and 
services.  Meeting  the  intent  of  universal 
access  in  more  primitive  environments 
will  take  commitment  and  fore^ght,  as 
few  standards  are  available  at  this  time  to 
guide  implementation.  In  planning  and 
implementing  universal  access,  we  will 
follow  the  framework  of  the  Recreation 
Opportuni^Spectrum  and  the  guidance 
in  Universal  Access  for  Outdoor 
Recreation,  A  Design  Guide  in  ensuring 
that  we  provide  the  maximum  level  of 
access  compatible  with  our  local 
recreation  niche. 

Example:  7W  campgrounds  were  recently 
reconstructed  in  the  King  Range  National 
Conservation  Area  to  provide  for 
universal  access  compatible  with  the 
sites'  Roaded-Natural  ROS  Class.  A 
compacted  surface  of  gravel/soil  allows 
for  wheelchair  access  to  all  campsites 
while  retaining  the  rustic  character  of  the 
site.  Wooden  edges  along  trails  and 
large  print/raised  letter  signs  guide  all 
visitors,  including  those  with  visual 
impairments,  to  use  areas  and  support 
facilities.  Visitors  can  access  a  variety  of 
recreation  opportunities  from  the  sites, 
including  those  in  an  adjacent  wilderness 
study  area.  By  contrast  /o  the 
reconstructed  campgrounds,  this 
wilderness  area  has  a  much  higher 
challenge  level  and  minimal  visitor 
improvements  commensurate  with  its 
primitive  ROS  class. 


6.  Providing  quality  recreation  facilities 

Recreation  facilities  such  as  campgrounds, 
picnic  areas,  trails  and  interpretive  displays 
are  an  integral  component  of  the 
resource-dependent  use  that  occurs  on  public 
lands.  The  location,  type,  and  quality  of 
these  facilities  are  a  major  component  of  the 
experience  for  visitors  to  public  lands. 
They  are  also  essential  to  assuring  that  the 
health  of  the  land  is  sustained. 

In  maximizing  the  use  of  our  limited 
construction  and  maintenance  funding,  we 
will  emphasize  meeting  the  existing 
maintenance  backlog  before  beginning  new 
construction.  This  includes  routine 
maintenance  as  well  as  upgrading  or 
reconstructing  existing  facilities.  The 
decision  to  fund  existing  facility  upgrades 
relative  to  new  construction  will  use  the 
same  criteria.  We  must  determine  that  the 
facility  serves  the  resource-dependent 
recreation  opportunities  found  within  the 
BLM's  local  niche  and  national  role  as  a 
recreation  provider. 

We  should  remove  facilities  that  are  either 
detrimental  to  the  ecological  health  of  an 
area  or  unnecessary  for  helping  the  visitor 
achieve  the  desired  resource-based 
recreation  opportunity.  Other  facilities  that 
are  accommodating  opportunities  outside  our 
local  niche  as  a  recreation  provider  should 
be  either  managed  cooperatively  or 
transferred  to  other  providers. 

Example:  In  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Colorado  Resource  Area,  the  Anvil 
Recreation  site  received  moderate  use 
during  certain  times  of  the  year,  but 
other  sites  in  the  Resource  Area  were 
much  more  popular.  Its  remote  location 
also  made  for  high  maintenance  costs. 
The  Resource  Area  determined  that  the 
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area  was  best  suited  for  dispersed  use. 
The  site  was  removed  and  fiinds  were 
focused  on  much  needed  maintenance 
improvemems  at  the  other  sites. 

We  may'  need  to  constnict  new  facilities  to 
provide  for  the  ecological  health  of  the 
natural  communities  within  the  area,  and  to 
help  achieve  the  desired  recreation 
opportunities.  The  decision  to  construct 
new  facilities  must  be  made  in  collaboration 
with  other  providers  and  partners  in  the 
area.  Every  effort  will  be  made  to  avoid 
competing  with  other  private  and  public 
providers  (e.g.,  private  campground 
operators).  As  funding  is  available,  we  will 
refit  existing  facilities  and  construct  all  new 
facilities  to  "provide  universal  access 
commensurate  with  the  recreation 
opportunity  objectives  for  the  area. 

Example:  In  Arizona.  BLM  has  jointly 
designed,  constructed,  and  maintained 
the  Black  Canyon  Trailhead.  This 
award-winning  architectural  project 
incorporates  a  western  theme  with  a  low- 
maintenance,  vandal  resistant  design. 

B.  Guiding  Principle  #  2:  Promoting 
collaborative  leadership  and  shared 
responsibility 

We  encourage  partnerships;  shared 
management  responsibilities;  and 
complementary  management  goals  with 
other  Federal,  State,  and  private  land 
managers,  local  communities,  and  other 
interested  parties.  We  will  work  with  all 
interested  and  affected  parties  to  develop 
management  strategies  that  provide  for 
social  and  economic  well-being  and 
safeguard  ecosystem  health. 

We  will  accept  the  challenge  to  work  jointly 
with  other  providers  and  delivery  partners  to 
increase  our  efficiency  and  productivity  and 


to  reduce  costs.  We  cannot  and  should  not 
attempt  to  act  independently  in  the  delivery 
of     recreation      opportunities.  Our 

management  of  a  discontinuous  and  scattered 
land  pattern  contributes  to  our  need  to  work 
with  partners.  We  must  reach  out  to  private 
and  public  organizations  who  can  collaborate 
to  develop  an  efficient,  effective,  and 
sustainable  recreation  delivery  system.  This 
includes: 

1.  Expanding  and  strengthening 
partnerships 

In  most  instances,  the  BLM  cannot 
effectively  provide  recreation  opportunities 
alone,  because  we  are  only  one  of  the 
providers  within  a  region.  The  funding  and 
personnel  constraints  at  all  levels  of 
government  require  all  players  to 
cooperatively  provide  coordinated  and 
complementary  recreation  delivery  systems. 

Example:  The  Eugene  Oregon  District 
cooperates  with  several  Federal,  State 
and  local  agencies  and  the  river  guides 
association  to  operate  boat  landings 
along  the  McKenzie  River.  An  agreement 
was  established  whereby  the  BLM  and 
the  other  organizations  contribute  to  the 
Lane  County  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department  so  that  they  can  provide 
maintenance  for  all  facilities  along  the 
river.  This  effort  has  been  successful  in 
achieving  cost  savings  and  reducing  the 
replication  of  maintenance  services  along 
the  river. 

WTiile  partnership  agreements  are  often 
fairly  easy  to  establish,  putting  the 
partnership  to  work  on  specific  management 
activities  can  be  much  more  difficult.  Our 
challenge  is  to  organize  the  work  and  then 
sustain      partnership      interest.  Since 

partnerships    are    so    important    in    our 
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recreation  management  scenarios,  it  is 
critically  important  that  we  take  advantage 
of  every  opportunity  to  improve  our 
capability  to  develop  and  strengthen 
partnerships. 

When  establishing  and  implementing 
partnerships,  we  must  strive  to  truly  build 
shared  ownership,  commitment,  and 
visions/goals  among  all  participants.  In 
recognizing  the  tremendous  amount  of  effort 
involved  in  successful  partnerships,  we  will 
strive  to  develop  quality  partnerships  for 
priority  areas  and  efforts,  versus  a  quantity 
of  partnerships  that  reduces  our  chance  of 
being  effective  participants.  The  following 
are  important  guidelines  to  follow  in 
forming  partnerships! 

■  Expand  the  role  of  partnerships  in  the 
management  of  public  lands  (Think 
Big!).  Our  transition  to  ecosystem 
management  challenges  us  to  further 
expand  partnerships.  Often,  we  have 
focused  on  partnerships  that  meet  fairly 
narrow  components  of  our  management 
efforts.  In  the  future,  we  will  strive  to 
develop  partnerships  that  assemble  a 
wider  range  of  potential  partners  who  can 
share  resources  to  help  manage  defined 
landscape  units.  A  single  partnership 
that  brings  together  all  the  major  players 
involved  in  the  delivery  of  recreation 
opportunities  and  supporting  community 
services  will  provide  more  efficient  use 
of  scarce  resources  to  meet  the  shared 
goals  of  the  participants. 

■  Often,  we  assume  that  funding  is  the 
major  contribution  that  the  BLM  must 

,  offer  to  participate  in  partnerships.  With 
reduced  Federal  budgets,  this  assumption 

-  is  no  longer  realistic.  Furthermore,  we 
cjm  offer  equally  important  contributions 


to  partnerships,  foremost  among  them  a 
very  extensive  land  base.  '  We  can  also 
offer  a  variety  of  skills  and  expertise. 
Example:  In  Arizona.  BLM  has  led  efforts 
on  the  Lake  Havasu  Fisheries 
Improvement  Project,  a  long-term  $30 
million  partnership,  which  will  improve 
recreational  fisheries  opportunities, 
provide  accessible  fishing  docks,  and 
boost  local  economies.  Although  the 
BLM's  armual  fitnding  coruribution  is 
only  small  perceraage  of  the  total  project, 
the  Bureau  is  playing  the  lead  role  in 
moving  the  project  fi>rward. 

■  We  need  to  adopt  a  proactive  stance  and 
assume  a  leadership  role  where 
appropriate.  Frequently,  opportunities 
for  effective  partnerships  are  lost  or 
diminished  because  no  one  will  step 
forward  and  take  the  initiative  to  guide  or 
facilitate  the  effort.  In  many  situations  it 
is  BLM's  responsibility  to  "catch  the 
vision"  and  lead  the  effort.  We  must  act 
as  the  catalyst  to  bring  together  the 
affected  parties  and  provide  the  Vision 
and  leadership  for  establishing  effective 
partnerships. 

Example:  Oregon's  South  Valley  Resource 
Area  manager  took  a  leadership  role  in 
pulling  together  a  diverse  array  of 
partners  to  acquire  an  abandoned 
railroad  right  of  way  for  conversion  iruo 
a  trail  corridor  linking  two  communities. 
Building  upon  a  shared  vision  of  the 
initial  partners,  the  effort  gained 
momemum  and  now  includes  over  30 
participating      entities.  Business 

organizations,  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  and  recreation  organizations 
participate  in  the  trail's  planning, 
development  and  management. 
Backpacker  Magazine  recently  featured 
this  successful  rail  to  trail  conversion. 
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Develop  internal  and  external 
p>artnerships  facilitating  expertise. 
Successful  development  and 
implementation  of  broad-based 
partnerships  will  require  an 
understanding  of  the  necessary 
techniques,  including  available 
administrative  avenues,  at  the  field 
office  level.  Often,  it  will  also  be 
helpful  to  involve  an  outside  facilitator 
such  as  a  local  council  of  government 
grants  coordinator.  These  agencies  have 
a  proven  track  record  of  identifying, 
organizing,  and  nurturing  partnership 
opportunities  between  numerous  agencies 
who  have  different  administrative 
procedures-and  management  missions. 
Involve  administrative  personnel  in  the 
partnership      team.  Government 

procurement  and  other  administrative 
procedures  are  often  cited  as  the  biggest 
obstacles  to  the  formulation  of 
partnership  agreements.  Therefore, 
administrative  support  is  essential  to 
successful  implementation.  By  building 
an  understanding  and  ownership  of  the 
partnership  goals  and  needs  among 
administrative  personnel,  they  can  work 
to  capitalize  on  the  capabilities  of  each 
agency,  and  often  accomplish  outputs 
than  each  partner  could  not  have  done 
individually. 

Develop  a  greater  awareness  of  business 
practices.  For  the  most  part,  we  have  a 
basic  understanding  of  private  partners 
(outfitters,  concessionaires  etc.)  needs  to 
make  a  reasonable  profit  from  their 
permitted  operations.  We  must  carry  this 
a  step  further,  however,  and  we  must 
build  a  better  knowledge  of  business 
practices  in  order  to  develop  more 
effective  partnerships  with  these 
important  customer  service  providers. 


■    Provide   a   mechanism    to   periodically 

evaluate  partnerships  and  terminate  those 

that  do  not  meet  the  mutual  management 

priorities  of  the  participants. 

2.  Sharing  in  tourism  partnerships  for 

sustainable  recreation  opportunities 
Partnerships  are  integral  to  managing 
tourism  as  a  sustainable  means  of  improving 
the  local  community  economies.  Neither 
public  land  recreation  managing  agencies 
nor  tourism  industry  entrepreneurs  can 
independently  ensure  the  sustained 
management  of  quality  tourism  programs. 
Without  development  of  coordinated  goals 
and  programs,  the  effort  to  manage  for 
tourism  becomes  disjointed  with  often 
conflicting  management  actions.  As  a 
result,  the  visitors'  experiences  may  be  poor 
ones,  the  resources  that  attract  visitors  to  the 
area  damaged,  or  the  local  community 
quality  of  life  diminished. 
Tourism  partnerships  provide  the  framework 
foi"  obtaining  consensus  across  a  broad 
spectrum  of  community  interests,  agency 
goals,  and  visitor  needs.  In  developing 
these  partnerships,  we  must  understand  the 
impacts  of  recreation  use  (both  positive  and 
negative)  on  the  core  values  of  local 
residents,  as  well  as  the  consequent  impacts 
on  the  nature  and  availability  of  recreation 
opportunities  within  affected  rural 
communities  and  associated  public  lands. 

The  tourism  management  approach  that  we 
need  to  pursue  differs  substantially  from  the 
more  traditional  methods  of  recreation  and 
tourism  planning  and  management.  Land 
management  agencies  have  typically 
developed  planning  goals  as  the  resource 
"experts, ' '  often  involving  interested  publics 
including  the  tourism  industry  principally  to 
identify  issues  specific  to  public  lands.  The 
surrounding  communities,  however,  provide 
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integral  components  of  the  public  land 
recreation  experience,  including 
transportation  links,  lodging,  food,  and 
other  support  services. 

In  much  the  same  way,  the  tourism  industry 
often  implements  promotional  efforts  with 
limited  input  from  land  managers.  A  major 
focus  is  to  entice  additional  visitors  to  enjoy 
the  area,  with  limited  consideration  given  to 
the  impacts  of  increased  or  improper  uses  on 
the  quality  of  public  land  recreation  areas. 

We  must  aggressively  pursue  partnerships 
that  encompass  both  recreation  and  tourism 
issues,  an  expanded  geographic  perspective 
extending  beyond  either  public  lands  or 
community  boundaries,  alone,  and  a  fresh 
approach  engaging  all  recreation/tourism 
providers. 

Successful  integration  of  tourism 
partnerships  into  the  BLM  program  will 
require  a  considerable  amount  of  education 
and  understanding  among  all  partners.  For 
example,  the  BLM  has  traditionally  thought 
of  tourists  as  international  and  other 
destination  travelers.  Overall,  we  have 
viewed  tourists  as  making  up  a  small 
percentage  of  our  total  recreation  visitation. 
In  contrast,  most  travel  and  tourism  agencies 
work  with  a  much  broader  definition.  For 
example,  the  California  Department  of 
Tourism  classifies  most  leisure/business 
travelers,  including  "extended  day  trip" 
travelers  as  tourists.  Furthermore,  the  State 
is  developing  specific  marketing  efforts  to 
attract  these  tourists  into  rural  regions  with 
public  land  recreation  attractions.  Using 
this  definition,  most  travelers  to  BLM  lands 
in  California  are  tourists.  Similar 
definitions  for  tourists  are  used  by  travel  and 
tourism  agencies  in  their  promotional  efforts 
throughout  the  West. 


In  summary,  the  tourism  industry  in  many 
Western  States  is  dependent  on  maintaining 
sustainable  public  land  recreation 
opportunities,  or  "attractions"  to  be  a 
viable  long-term  industry.  We  need  to 
expand  our  understanding  of  each  other,  and 
work  together  to  develop  a  marketing 
approach  to  management  that  ensures  quality 
and  sustainable  opportunities. 

Example:    The  Rawlins,  Wyoming  District 

Recreation  Planner  and  Public  Affairs 

Specialist  sit  on  the   Carbon    County 

Tourism    Committee.       The   committee 

provides  a  forum  for  discussing  issues 

regarding  community  tourism  goals  and 

public  land  recreation  managemeru.    As 

one  outcome  of  the  effort,  the  community 

visitor  ceruer   now   incorporates    user 

ethics     materials      into     its      visitor 

information  packets. 

3.  Sharing   management    responsibilities 

for  developed  sites  and  other  areas  of 

special  recreation  importance 

We  should  actively  seek  opportunities  to 

share  the  management  of  certain  sites  and 

areas  for  many  reasons.     While  funding 

shortages  may  be  the  primary  factor  driving 

this  effort,  it  may  not  be  the  most  important 

factor. 

There  are  many  situations  where  joint 
management  of  developed  sites  is  not  only 
possible  but  also  very  desirable.  The  BLM 
manages  many  developed  sites  on  public 
lands  adjacent  to  communities.  Often  the 
neighboring  communities  are  the  primary 
benefactors  either  because  local  residents  are 
the  principal  users  or  because  the  visitors 
coming  to  the  area  have  a  positive  economic 
influence  on  the  community. 
Frequently,  these  sites  receive  the  most 
vandalism  and  have  the  most  law 
enforcement     problems.  Getting     the 
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community  involved  contributes  to  greater 
pride  and  ownership,  reduces  BLM  facility 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  reduces 
vandalism,  provides  better  service  to  the 
visitor,  and  increases  protection  of  the 
resources. 

Example:  The  Arkansas  Headwaters 
Recreation  Area  is  a  unique  partnership 
between  BLM  and  the  Colorado  Division 
of  Paries  and  Outdoor  Recreation 
(DPOR).  Along  this  150-mile  segment  of 
the  Arkansas  River,  DPOR  and  BLM 
share  the  expertise  and  costs  for  facility 
development,  land  acquisition,  visitor 
services,  and  other  aspects  of  recreation 
managemeru.  While  BLM  and  DPOR  are 
the  principal  partners,  14  other 
governmental  entities,  including  all  of  the 
communities  along  the  river  corridor, 
participated  in  the  development  of  the 
management  plan.  Each  community  has 
seen  the  benefits  of  the  recreation  area, 
and  is  funding  the  development  and 
management  of  local  riverfront 
greenways  that  complement  the  corridor 
management  plan. 

4.  Planning,  developing,  and  operating 
m^or  capital  investment  projects 

Proposals  are  constantly  being  advanced 
requiring  major  capital  investments  and 
major  annual  operational  costs.  These 
projects  usually  have  merit  and  have 
constituencies  that  are  providing  strong 
support  for  their  development.  Most  of 
these  proposals  involve  visitor  centers  and 
associated  facilities. 

This  presents  a  dilemma  for  the  BLM 
because  the  design  and  construction  costs  of 
these  projects  far  exceed  the  potential  for 
funding  appropriations.  Many  times,  the 
operations    costs    for    one    facility    could 


consume  the  total  maintenance  and 
operations  budget  for  an  entire  district  or 
State.  Thus,  there  are  very  real  trade-offs 
involved  in  reduced  funding  to  other, 
possibly  more  beneficial,  recreation 
opportunities  on  the  public  lands.  Yet, 
many  capital  intensive  proposals  have  merit 
and  should  receive  consideration  in  the 
delivery  of  recreation  opportunities  to  the 
public. 

We  need  to  consider  the  following  factors 
when  supporting  and  approving  major 
capital  investment  projects. 

■  The  existence  of  a  strong  and  functional 
long-term  recreation/tourism  partnership; 

■  Shared  commitment  by  State  and  local 
government,  other  Federal  recreation 
providers,  and  private  organizations  and 
interest  groups  to  provide  funding  and 
operational  support  over  the  life  of  the 
project; 

■  Self-supporting  projects,  using  fee 
collections  and  other  revenue  strategies. 

The  guidelines  listed  above  do  not  preclude 
BLM  from  assuming  full  responsibility  for 
constructing  and  operating  major  capital 
investment  projects.  Projects  where  we  are 
the  sole  owner  and  operator  will  be 
considered  based  on  needs  and  benefits 
within  the  context  of  the  established  BLM 
recreation  roles  and  the  real  constraints 
offered  by  a  level  budget  in  the  foreseeable 
future. 

C.      Guiding  Principle  ^3:     Improving 
the  way  we  do  business 

The  BLM  is  entering  a  new  era  in  public 
lands  management  that  calls  for  a  new  kind 
of  leadership  where  we: 

■  Clearly  and  consistently  convey  the 
message    that    we    are    committed    to 
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providing    diverse   quality    recreational 
opportunities  on  public  lands. 

■  Vigorously  reach  out  to  our  recreation 
provider/delivery  partners  to  ensure  an 
efficient  and  effective  delivery  system  to 
meet  the  needs  of  our  customers~the 
visitors  to  public  lands. 

■  Aggressively  conduct  outreach  programs 
to  inform  our  constituencies  on  the  role 
and  capabilities  of  the  BLM  to  provide 
quality  recreation  opportunities. 

■  Boldly  build  and  sustain  an  ownership 
spirit  in  outside  constituencies  to 
maintain  public  support  for  the  BLM's 
management  activities. 

■  Aggressively  seek  ways  and  means  to 
supplement  funding  and  personnel 
shortfalls  through  partnerships  with  other 
public  and  private  entities. 

■  Actively  work  with  our  external  and 
internal  customers  to  streamline  our 
rules,  regulations,  and  paperwork 
associated  with  providing  quality 
recreation  opportunities  on  public  lands. 

■  Aggressively  educate  the  public  land 
visitor  about  proper  land  use  ethics  and 
enhancing  healthy  ecosystems. 

The  following  are  guidelines  for  improving 
the  way  we  do  business. 

1.  Leadersbip/ownership/outreach. 

■  We  must  lead  by  example.  Managers  at 
all  levels  must  take  a  proactive  role  and 
lead  the  "charge."  Public  understanding 
of  the  BLM's  commitment  to  effective 
recreation  resource  management  begins 
with  public  perceptions  as  to  the 
importance  of  recreation  to  our  top 
managers.  The  same  leadership  role 
must  take  place  internally.  Managers 
must     recognize     the     value     of     the 


recreation  resources  and  associated 
partnerships,  empower  employees  by 
reducing  administrative  barriers,  and 
remove  impediments  for  implementation. 

Example:  The  proactive  stance  of  the  Area 
Manager  in  the  San  Juan  Resource  Area, 
Colorado,  in  promoting  mountain  biking 
seminars  and  following  up  with  on-the- 
ground  demonstration  tours,  left  little 
doubt  in  the  minds  of  internal  and 
external  publics  that  she  is  committed  to 
providing  quality  recreation 
opportunities. 

Example:  The  District  Manager  in  Utah 's 
Richfield  District  has  taken  a  proactive 
role  in  recreation  leadership  by  serving 
as  a  member  of  the  Statewide  Recreation 
Task  Force  to  deal  with  ongoing 
recreation  problems  and  concerns. 

■  Act  as  a  catalyst  to  bring  partners 
together  to  promote  integrated 
management  programs  that  will  build 
ownership  and  commitment  to  public 
recreation  needs  and  demands.  Continue 
to  conduct  such  activities  as  dedication 
ceremonies  and  field  tours  to  promote 
effective  partnerships. 

Example:  The  "Partners  Afloat/Partners 
Astride"  field  tour  in  the  Cottonwood 
Resource  Area  in  Idaho  is  an  outstanding 
example  of  building  ownership  and 
commitment.  The  field  tour  brings  all  the 
Federal  and  State  agencies,  outfitters  and 
guides,  and  other  users  together  in  a  non 
threatening  environment  (river  float  trip) 
to  develop  a  framework  for  providing 
quality  recreation  opportunities  and 
protecting  the  environment.  Partners 
spend  several  days  river  rafting  to  gain 
an  understanding  of  each  others  problems 
and  issues. 
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Example:  Arizona's  Yuma  Distria  has 
begun  its  first  interdisciplinary  planning 
efforts  with  initial  emphasis  on  recreation 
("^  'Wilderness  activity  planning. 
Planning  for  the  La  Posa  Plain  offered 
an  opportunity  to  combine  the  programs 
of  a  community,  several  Federal 
agencies,  and  the  State  of  Arizona  to 
consider  ways  that  each  entity  can 
complement  each  other  through  a 
coordinated  planning  effort. 

■  Seek  and  identify  "champions"  and 
empower  them  with  the  means  and 
authority  to  perform  specialized 
assignments.  This  may  become 
increasingly  important  as  the  BLM  moves 
toward  a  "flatter"  organization  where 
there  are  fewer  people  in  the  national  and 
state  offices  to  provide  leadership. 

Example:  A  New  Mexico  State  Office  staff 
specialist,  who  has  a  strong  background 
in  the  social  sciences,  while  serving  in 
the  California  State  Office  was  the 
"champion"  leading  a  social  research 
program  that  has  Bureau  wide 
implications  on  the  needs  of  our 
recreation  customers. 

■  Seek  out  and  empower  "Master 
Performers"  —  those  people  who  are 
recognized  experts  and  have  unique  skills 
and  abilities. 

Example:  A  recreation  technician  and 
"Master  Performer"  in  the  Clearlake 
Resource  Area,  California  is  recognized 
nationally  as  having  special  skills  in  Off 
Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  trail 
development.  He  has  provided  consultant 
services  at  numerous  locations  including 
California,  Oregon,  and  West  Virginia. 
He  has  conducted  seminars  throughout 
the  West  in  cooperation  with  the 
Motorcycle  Indiisiry  Council. 


Provide  regular  and  continuous 
opportunities  for  all  BLM  personnel, 
including  those  who  are  directly  or 
indirectly  involved  in  the  delivery  of 
recreation  opportunities,  to  learn  about 
the  latest  trends,  techniques,  and  skills. 
Example:  The  Bennet  Hill  Resource  Area, 
Shoshone  District,  sent  all  of  their 
"froru-line"  personnel  (those  who 
regularly  work  directly  with  the  public)  to 
the  Idaho  Hospitglity  Training  Course 
sponsored  by  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Commerce.  They  acquired  skills  and 
techniques  to  provide  quality  customer 
service  for  recreation  visitors  to  the 
public  lands. 

■  Implement  an  ■  award  system  for 
innovative  managers  and  specialists  who 
are  willing  to  take  the  lead  and  assume 
the  necessary  risks  to  get  the  job  done. 
This  is  important  for  stimulating 
creativity  and  effectiveness  within  the 
Bureau.  The  message  to  the  public  is 
that  we  are  committed  to  providing 
quality  recreation  opportunities. 

■  Create  opportunities  to  work  with 
traditional  users  to  convey  the  message  of 
shared  use  of  public  lands.  Encourage 
users  to  work  cooperatively  to  facilitate 
responsible  recreational  use  of  public 
lands. 

2.  Dealing  with   funding  and  personnel 

shortfalls. 
The  BLM  must  aggressively  seek  ways  and 
means    to    supplement    our    funding    and 
staffing  base. 

We  must  pursue  potential  funding  options  at 
the  national  level  by: 

■  Encouraging  legislation  to  authorize  the 
sale  of  a  "National  Public  Lands  Pass," 
a  program  which  could  operate  similar  to 
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State  fishing  and  hunting  license 
programs.  In  such  a  program  the  pass 
holders  v/ould  be  authorized  recreational 
access  to  public  lands  with  the  collected 
fees  being  returned  to  BLM  for 
recreation  management  purposes. 

■  Promoting  the  development  of  a  national 
foundation  to  enable  the  BLM  to  access 
corporate  and  other  funding  sources. 

■  Exploring  the  potential  of  using 
lease/purchase  arrangements  similar  to 
that  currently  being  used  for 
administrative  facilities  for  recreation 
capital  improvement  projects  such  as 
visitor  centers. 

■  Obtaining  corporate  donations  such  as  the 
Back  Country  Byway  corporate 
sponsorship. 

■  Promoting  the  change  of  Golden  Eagle 
Pass  restrictions  to  permit  its  application 
to  BLM  areas  and  :dlow  a  portion  of  the 
collected  fees  to  be  retumal  to  BLM. 

■  Encouraging  the  0MB  and  Congress  to 
authorize  the  return  of  all  recreation  fees 
collected  to  the  public  lands. 

•  Establishing  a  more  aggressive  program 
at  the  State  level  to  access  funding 
available  through  Federal,  State,  and 
private  sources.  This  frequently  requires 
specialized  knowledge  and  skills  which 
must  be  obtained  through  recruitment  or 
training. 

Example:  In  Arizona,  a  recreation  staff 
specialist  knowledgeable  about  the 
private.  State,  and  other  Federal  funding 
sources  available  within  the  State  has 
been  assigned  to  facilitate  partnerships 
and  grants  by  matching  alternative 
finding  opportunities  with  planned,  but 
unfunded  projects.  In  FY  1994,  over 
$500,000  has  been  successfully  secured 
as  a  result  of  these  efforts. 


■  Exploring  options  for  increasing  the 
return  of  fees  collected  at  fee  sites.  We 
will  make  it  our  policy  to  return  fees  as 
much  as  possible  to  the  area  of  origin. 
This  will  show  commitment  to  our 
customers  that  their  dollars  are  being 
reinvested  into  operations,  maintenance, 

■  and  improvements. 

Example:  Under  a  cooperative  arrangement 
for  the  management  of  the  Arkansas 
Headwaters  Recreation  Area,  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and 
Recreation  is  collecting  user  fees  and 
returning  them  to  the  area  for  visitor 
services  and  recreation  facility 
development. 

Example:  The  Taos  Resource  Area  in  New 
Mexico  charges  an  application  fee  for 
Rio  Chama  non-commercial  boating 
permits.  Fees  collected  are  used  to  offset 
recreation  administrative  costs  and  to 
provide  additional  visitor  services. 

■  Collecting  fees  from  persons/users 
obtaining  recreation  and  other  BLM 
information  through  Ticketron  or  other 
sources. 

■  Making  better  use  of  cost  sharing 
opportunities  to  do  priority  BLM 
projects. 

Example:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
in  Montana  during  the  past  three  years 
has  provided  $200,000  in  Challenge  Cost 
Share  fiiruling  which  has  resulted  in  a 
comribution  in  excess  of  this  amouru 
from  cost  share  partners  to  assist  with  a 
variety  of  projects. 

■  Exploring  options  for  securing  traditional 
users  such  as  livestock  operators,  lumber 
companies,  and  mining  companies  to 
support  specific  projects  such  as 
interpretive  displays. 
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Example:  Lumber  companies  provided 
filing  for  interpretive  Back  Country 
^y^^  exhibits  along  the  Rogue  River 
corridor  in  the  Medford  District.  Oregon. 

■  Exploring  opportunities  to  create  career 
"bridges"  for  seasonal  employees  and 
volunteers.  Our  seasonal  and  temporary 
work  force,  combined  with  volunteer 
interns,  provide  the  backbone  of  our 
visitor  services  and  other  on-the-ground 
accomplishments.  With  a  trend  toward 
reductions  in  the  Federal  work  force,  it  is 


unrealistic  to  assume  that  a  large  percentage 
of  these  quality  employees  will  obtain 
permanent  positions  within  the  BLM.  We 
must  provide  a  broadened  work  experience 
as  well  as  training  and  exchange 
opportunities  that  will  equip  these 
individuals  to  be  competitive  for  positions 
with  other  private  and  public  recreation 
providers.  Temporary      employees 

successfully  placed  in  non-BLM  positions 
can  become  a  valuable  asset  by  serving  as 
our  ambassadors  in  facilitating  partnerships. 


VI.     SUMMARY 

The  Recreation-  2000:  Update  provides  the 
vision  and  guidance  for  continued 
implementation  of  the  policy,  goals,  and 
objectives  of  Recreation  2000:  A  Strategic 
Plan  within  the  ecosystem 
management/budget  framework.  It  serves  as 
the  foundation  for  recreation  aspects  of  the 
Strategic  Budget  Delivery  (SBD)  and  with 
the    Preliminary    Annual    Work    Planning 


(PAWP)  document  provides  the  renewed 
direction  to  assist  us  in  moving  forward  into 
the  future.  By  design,  it  does  not  provide  a 
specific  action  plan  different  from  the 
Recreation  2000:  Implementation  Plan.  The 
intent  is  to  implement  those  aspects  of 
Recreation  2000  that  best  fit  each  office's 
needs  in  providing  quality  recreation 
opportunities. 


Vn.   IMPLEMENTATION  GUIDELINES 

The  focus  for  implementation  is  placed  on 
achieving  the  following: 

■  providing  quality  recreation 
opportunities,  and  , 

■  maintaining  healthy  and  sustainable 
ecosystems. 

This  may  only  be  achieved  within  a  much 
larger  framework  of  established  natural, 
cultural,  social,  economic,  and  aesthetic 
systems  goals.  Some  examples  that  can  be 
taken  to  lead  us  towards  these  ends  are: 

■  Share  the  vision  outlined  in  Recreation 
2000:  Update  with  all  BLM  employees. 
The  vision  will  only  become  a  reality  if 


all  understand  it  and  are  committed  to 
achieve  it. 

Share  the  vision  with  our  partners.  This 
may  be  done  informally  on  a  one  to  one 
basis  or  through  a  group  forum.  One  of 
the  major  themes  of  the  Update  is  that 
we  can  not  achieve  the  objectives  alone. 
We  must  carry  this  message  to  our 
recreation  provider/delivery  partners  and 
bring  them  into  a  collaborative  planning 
and  management  relationship. 

Identify  priority  landscapes  that  have 
special  recreation  value.  Special  areas 
are  a  starting  point  but  should  not  be  a 
constrajning  factor.  The  capability  of  the 
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resources  to  sustain  recreation  use  and 
ecological  considerations  should  be  the 
controlling  factors.  This  is  a  preliminary 
step  towards  applying  the  parameters  and 
guidelines  in  the  Update  to  a  specific 
piece  of  real  estate  recognizing  that 
ultimately  landscapes  will  be  selected 
from  an  overall  ecosystem  management 
perspective. 

Identify  potential  partners  that  have  an 
interest  in  providing  or  delivering 
recreation  opportunities  within  priority 
landscapes.' 

Identify  BLM  niches  for  the  priority 
landscapes  within  the  parameters 
established  in  Recreation  2000:  Update. 
This  will  allow  us  to  test  the  "focusing" 
concept  in  the  Update  to  see  where  the 
BLM  fits  into  overall  delivery  system  for 
recreation  opportunities  within  a  specific 
landscape. 

Complete  marketing  plans,  in  cooperation 
with  the  other  provider/delivery  partners, 
that  move  targeted  visitor  and  resource 
management  programs  toward  the  desired 
niche.  This  will  provide  an  experience 
base  from  which  we  can  proceed  with 
real  collaborative  marketing  plans  for  our 
priority  landscapes. 

Look  for  opportunities  to  share  fiscal, 
human,  and  land  resources  that  meet  our 
visitor  services  and  resource  protection 
objectives.  This  includes  opportunities  to 
share  information,  management 
responsibility,      capital      investment 


opportunities,  maintenance  and  upkeep,  data 
collection,  visitor  contact,  etc.  It  also 
includes  existing  developed  sites  and  areas 
and  existing  capital  improvement  proposals. 

■  Evaluate  existing  partnerships  and  look 
for  opportunities  to  expand  and 
strengthen  these  partnerships. 
Additionally,  review  and  determine  if  it 
is  necessary  to  terminate  partnerships  so 
funds  and  personnel  can  be  freed  to  focus 
efforts  on  the  BLM  niche. 

■  Share  the  experiences  you  have  in 
implementing  the  principles  and  goals  of 
the  Update  both  horizontally  and 
vertically  within  the  Bureau  and  with 
your  partners.  Through  this  effort  we 
can  begin  building,  from  the  bottom  up, 
an  effective  implementation  program. 

■  Develop  implementation  strategies  based 
the  experiences  gained  through  the  initial 
effwls  listed  above.  The  implementation 
goals  are  to  be  formulated  at  the  field 
level  and  communicated  upward  to 
provide  the  basis  for  national  and  State 
strategies. 

■  Develop  and  implement  a  reward  system 
for  managers  and  specialists  who 
demonstrate  they  have  caught  the  vision 
of  the  Recreation  2000:  Update  and  have 
effectively  put  it  into  action  to  achieve 
the  defined  outcomes. 

•  Continue  to  streamline  processes  for 
approving  visitor  surveys  and 
publications,  minimizing  information 
requests,  and  provisions  for  FTE  relief 
for  temporary  and  seasonal  employees. 
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Ms.  Meridith.  But,  essentially  we  are  trying  to  put  a  lot  of  em- 
phasis on  existing  facilities,  the  ones  that  have  greatest  potential 
for  use.  We  are  consolidating  our  money  where  we  can  get  the  big- 
gest bang  for  our  buck. 

As  an  example  of  volunteers,  we  have  about  24,000  volunteers  in 
BLM  right  now  contributing  over  a  million  hours  a  year,  and  we 
hope  that  can  be  expanded.  The  volunteers  are  very  important 
when  you  talk  about  interpretative  activities  on  a  local  scale. 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Regula.  Is  crime  a  growing  problem?  Have  problems 
changed  in  recent  times?  It  seems  to  be  that's  the  case  with 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  The  Forest  Service  and  the  Park  Serv- 
ice. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes.  We  don't  quite  have  the  problems  that  they 
do  crimewise  because  our  volume  is  a  lot  less.  BLM  specializes 
more  in  more  primitive  areas 

Mr.  Regula.  Right. 

Ms.  Meridith  [continuing].  The  more  isolated  areas,  but  we  are 
seeing  some  increase  and  change  in  the  type  of  crime  that  we  have. 
We  have  a  very  small  law  enforcement  staff,  only  about  200  agents 
and  rangers  BLM-wide.  So  that  also  necessitates  that  we  work  very 
closely  with  the  State  agencies,  with  local  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies, in  providing  protection.  It's  a  serious  concern,  but  I  think  we 
are  addressing  that  pretty  well. 

COOPERATIVE  PARTNERSHIPS 

Mr.  Regula.  You,  obviously,  do  a  lot  of  cooperative  work  with  the 
States  and  even  local  communities  under  your  partnership  pro- 
gram. Has  that  worked  well? 

Ms.  Meridith.  It's  great,  just  a  lot  of  enthusiasm  out  there.  I 
think  about  10  years  ago  where  private  industry  wouldn't  even  talk 
to  government,  and  vice  versa,  and  now  we  just  really  have  out- 
standing relationships,  as  that  document  portrays. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it's  not  only  the  public  agencies,  but  private 

Ms.  Meridith.  Private;  right. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  Landholders  are  working  with  you? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes.  The  challenge  grants  programs  that  we  have, 
both  in  fish  and  wildlife  activities  and  recreation  activities,  have 
been  really  successful,  where  BLM  provides  "X"  amount  of  dollars 
and  then  it's  matched  in  kind  by  private  industry. 

An  event  which  we  have  coming  up,  which  is  a  small  one,  but 
I  think  it's  significant  in  demonstrating  what  we  can  do,  is  an 
urban  camping  program  that  we're  starting.  This  is  in  conjunction 
with  Disney,  Coleman,  Fleetwood,  and  Chevrolet,  and  they're  get- 
ting together  to  provide  recreational  opportunities  to  innercity  kids 
to  go  camping,  introduce  them  to  that  type  of  activity. 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  great. 

Ms.  Meridith.  So  the  first  kickoff  is  going  to  be  in  May  for  that 
activity  that  we  hope  to  replicate  around  the  country. 

It  gets  people  excited.  It  gets  them  enthusiastic.  It  gets  into  a 
positive 
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Mr.  Regula.  I  assume  your  volunteers  are  involved  with  that, 
too? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes,  very  much  so. 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  use  scenic  easements  at  all?  Is  that 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  A  way  of  enhancing  your  land  areas? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes,  scenic  easements  are  important.  Back  coun- 
try b3rways  is  becoming  a  really  popular  program.  A  lot  of  polls  are 
now  showing  that  one  of  the  top  activities  is  driving,  recreational 
driving,  and  we've  got  agreements  with  Chevrolet  and  Isuzu  and 
some  other  companies — and  I  was  talking  to  Budget  Rent-a-Car 
the  other  day — about  pushing  that  program.  We  would  like  to  pro- 
vide more  information  to  people  on  where  they  can  go  for  scenic 
drives.  Right  now,  we  have  about  62  back  country  byways  des- 
ignated throughout  the  country.  Again,  that's  a  popular  program 
with  some  of  the  counties,  local  officials,  and  also  with  private  in- 
dustry. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMBECK  [continuing].  I'd  like  to  add,  along  with  the  term 
"recreation,"  we  should  add  the  term  "education"  because  these 
thousands  of  people  are  out  there  doing  a  lot  more  than  just  having 
fun.  They  are  learning,  learning  the  value  of  the  land  and  the  care 
of  the  land.  And  conservation  issues  are  just  an  absolute  key.  So, 
in  addition  to  having  fun,  there's  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  people 
out  there  that  are  learning  about  the  health  of  the  land  and  the 
importance  of  clean  water  and  all  of  the  things  associated  with  the 
products  of  land. 

RECREATION  USER  FEES 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  collect  some  type  of  user  fees?  I  think  you 
mentioned  that  you  collect  several  million  dollars  that  flow  back 
into  the  system. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Right  now,  I  believe  the  user  fees  that  we  collect, 
it's  about  just  a  little  over  a  million  dollars,  and 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  total  in  the  organization? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  It's  $4  million 

Mr.  Henry.  We  have  about  160  recreation  sites  at  which  we  col- 
lect fees.  We  are  currently  collecting  about  $4  million  per  year. 
What  we've  had  appropriated  back  in  recent  years  was  about  $1.5 
million,  and  we  are  proposing  that  all  of  the  $4  million  that  we  col- 
lect come  back  to  the  Bureau  to  be  used — 

Mr.  Regula.  Presently,  it  goes  to  the  Treasury  and  we  have  to 
reappropriate  it,  then;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Henry.  Right. 

Mr.  Regula.  And  then  of  course,  there's  no  incentive  for  a  given 
area  to  put  people  out  there  to  collect  fees  because  they  don't  get 
to  keep  any  of  it.  Would  you  like  to  see  it  changed,  that — maybe 
75  percent  of  what  they  collect  would  stay  right  there? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes.  Almost  as  important  as  whether  you  charge 
fees  or  not,  is  where  the  money  goes  afterwards.  It's  been  a  real 
incentive,  as  you  said  for  the  local  area  to  know  that  that  money 
comes  back.  Nevada  I  know  is  really  interested  in  that,  making 
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that  happen.  Right  now,  we  can  only  keep  about  30  percent  of  fees. 
We'd  have  the  opportunity  to  keep  all  of  that  money. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Nethercutt. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  all  of  you  at  the  witness  table. 

I  was  especially  interested  as  I  came  in  to  hear  your  exchange 
with  Mr.  Yates  about  the  timber  salvage  issue.  He  and  I  differ  a 
little  bit  on  that  issue,  but  I  want  to  just  confirm  what  your  testi- 
mony was,  if  I  understand  it,  perhaps  summarize  it  in  a  way  that 
I  hope  that  you  will  testify. 

Is  it — as  I  understand  your  testimony,  salvage — the  likelihood  of 
salvage  under  this  program  and  the  bill  that  was  passed  is  cost- 
effective;  you're  going  to  make  some  money?  Is  that  fair  to  say? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay.  It  sounds  to  me,  also,  that  your  testi- 
mony confirmed  that  this  is  environmentally  sensitive,  that  you 
can  have  environmental  sensitivity  in  connection  with  this  salvage 
operation? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  At  the  levels  that  we're  proposing,  yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  it's  also  going  to  result  in  likely  reforest- 
ation, which  is  environmentally  sensitive  as  well,  it  seems  to  me, 
and  good  for  the  long-term  health  of  the  forest 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing!.  On  your  land? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  I  appreciate  that.  As  one  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest  who  is  affected  by  this  particular  amendment  and  pro- 
gram, I  hope  that  it  will  have  the  results  that  you  believe  it  will 
and  that  I  believe  it  will. 

east  side  ecosystem 

I  want  to  turn  to  the  issue  of  ecosystem  management  and  have 
you  discuss  that  a  little  bit  with  me,  if  you  would,  please,  for  the 
record.  To  what  extent  are  you  all  in  your  agency  involved  with  the 
Forest  Service  in  ecosystem  management,  specifically,  the  east  side 
ecosystem  management  in  my  State  and  the  surrounding  area? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  We're  full  partners  in  that  effort  and  taking  a 
look  at  the  Columbia  Basin  assessment  process  and  the  processes 
associated  with  the  east  side  issues.  I  think  that  we've  been  moving 
in  this  direction  for  a  long,  long  time,  and  I  think  what  we  have 
now  is  a  heightened  awareness  and  the  need  for  agencies  to  work 
closer  than  they've  ever  worked  before,  from  the  standpoint  of  effi- 
ciency and  making  things  happen  on  the  ground.  In  addition  to 
that,  we  are  working  with  local  communities  and  building  consen- 
sus through  a  collaborative  process,  education,  and  the  give-and- 
take  that  occurs.  This  is  really  all  part  of  ecosystem  management 
as  we  look  toward  long-term  predictability.  And  that's  one  of  the 
things  that  I  hope  we  can  provide  to  both  local  and  State  commu- 
nities and  industries,  is  the  ability  to  know  a  few  years  ahead  what 
the  situation  is  going  to  be. 
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Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  I  understand  what  you've  said.  I  guess 
I'm  wanting  to  more  specifically  have  you  focus  on  what  you  intend 
to  accomplish  in  specific  terms.  What  do  you  expect  the  results  of 
this  ecosystem  management  work  that  you're  doing,  and  I  believe 
many  other  natural  resources  agencies  are  doing  as  well? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  No.  1  is  our  hope  that  it  will  bring  resource 
management  decisions  to  the  resource  managers  in  concert  with 
local  communities  and  out  of  the  courtroom  and  avoid  the  litigation 
gridlock.  It's  much  more  effective  and  I'm  sure  a  lot  better  for  the 
resource  if  we  can  spend  the  money  on  the  land,  improving  the  re- 
sources, working  with  local  communities  rather  than  spending  the 
money  in  litigation  because  of  disagreements. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay.  Now  how  will  we  not  be  spending  money 
on  litigation,  given  the  kind  of  work  that  you  folks  are  going  to  do 
and  others  are  going  to  do  on  this  ecosystem  management?  How 
will  we — are  you  saying  that  we  will  alleviate  and  that  we  will  not 
be  seeing  in  the  Northwest  and  other  parts  of  the  country  any  more 
lawsuits  if  the  ecosystem  management  study  that  you're  proposing 
to  do  is  completed? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  I  wish  I  could  say  that.  I'll  say  that's  our 
objective. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes,  but  how  will  you  do  that?  How  will  that — 
how  will  we  forestall  any  lawsuits  or  assure  that  there  are  no  legal 
challenges  by  the  work  that  you're  trying  to  accomplish — in  specific 
terms?  I  mean  if  you  can  say.  I'm  not  trying  to  put  you  on  the  spot. 
I'm  just  trying  to  understand  really — I  don't  see  the  connection  par- 
ticularly, frankly.  So  I'm  looking  to  be  educated  here  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Well,  let  me  just  make  a  couple  more  points  and 
then  I'll  ask  Mr.  Sharpe  to  address  that  a  little  more  fully. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  that's  very,  very  important  is  people 
working  together  in  a  common  understanding  of  the  capability  of 
the  land  and  the  long-term  sustainability  of  where  it  is  we're  going. 
And  that — the  process  of  education,  of  people  working  together  is 
important.  In  some  cases  in  the  past,  if  we  have  erred  with  a  heavy 
hand  that's  not  where  we  are  going  now.  Where  we're  going  and 
the  direction  that  all  of  my  employees  have  is  that  you  work  with 
people  very  closely  and  give  and  take  as  needed,  and  we  just  do  our 
best  to  determine  what's  sustainable  over  the  long  run. 

And  let  me  ask  Maitland  to  further  elaborate  on  that. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Okay. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Sharpe.  Certainly,  Mike. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  a  couple  of  points  to  be  made  here. 
First,  ecosystem  management  is  not  an  agenda  of  particular  out- 
puts. It  is,  rather,  a  new  mode  of  going  about  our  business,  a  new 
way  of  doing  the  business  of  planning  for  and  managing  public 
lands  integrated  and  associated,  with  State  lands. 

Let  me  explain  why  we  believe  that  ecosystem  management  is 
going  to  relieve  much  of  the  pressure,  though  certainly  not  all,  un- 
fortunately, for  management  by  litigation.  I  think  there  are  three, 
at  least  three  factors  that  are  important.  The  first  is  scale.  Increas- 
ingly, as  with  the  case  of  the  endangered  species  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  we  have  seen  that  we're  running  into  very  large-scale 


885 

endangered  species  problems  or  other  ecosystem  problems,  environ- 
mental problems.  The  management  techniques  we  have,  we  and 
other  public  lands  agencies  have  used  in  the  past,  have  not  reg- 
istered those  very  large-scale  effects  and  problems  early  enough 
and  have  not  responded  to  them  very  effectively.  And  so  we've 
ended  up  with  train  wrecks,  as  the  Secretary  would  want  to  say. 

The  second  factor  is  foresight.  The  idea  here,  the  goal  of  eco- 
system management,  is  to  do  a  better  job  of  foresight,  so  that  we 
can  see  further  and  so  that  we  can  see  more  nearly  with  the  same 
eyes — the  different  agencies  and  the  associated  private  interests 
and  State  land  managers. 

And  that  gets  me  to  the  third  major  feature,  which  Mike  has 
touched  on  several  times,  which  is  essentially  collaborative  man- 
agement. We  are  trying  to  recognize  that  these  large  ecosystems 
are,  indeed,  systems  made  up  of  public  lands,  managed  by  a  num- 
ber of  agencies  and  at  least  two  departments,  make  up  of  inter- 
mingled State  lands,  and  made  up  of  a  great  many  private  lands 
and  multiple  ownerships.  In  terms  of  the  ecological  results  of  man- 
agement, the  combined  result  of  the  management  of  each  of  these 
kinds  of  entities  on  each  of  these  units,  we've  learned  that  it  pays 
to  talk  to  your  neighbors. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  idea  of  talking  to 
your  neighbors.  The  thing  that  concerns  me — and  the  Secretary's 
been  here  and  told  us,  and  I  believe  I'm  summarizing  his  testi- 
mony— was  that  this  is  not  going  to  affect  private  lands;  we're  not 
going  to — you  know,  private  property  owners  don't  need  to  worry. 
But  I  hope  you  would  understand — and  I'm  concerned,  and  I  hear 
from  my  constituents,  not  just  I  would  assume  in  my  district,  but 
perhaps  other  districts  as  well  that  may  be  facing  ecosystem  man- 
agement studies  and  findings  and  conclusions — is  that  once,  with 
all  respect  to  you,  the  heavy  hand  of  the  Federal  Grovernment 
makes  a  finding  and  a  conclusion  and  a  determination  about  how 
to  manage  a  system,  which  doesn't  stop  at  the  borders  of  private 
property — I  presume  you  would  agree  it  isn't — that  there  are  no 
limits  perhaps  or  there  are  expanded  limits  certainly.  But  once 
that  happens,  perhaps  private  property  rights  are  more  in  jeopardy 
than  they  are  without  that  analysis  and  determination. 

Mr.  Yates.  Has  that  happened? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  the  study  has  not  been  completed  yet, 
but  that's  the  concern,  Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  The  goal,  one  of  the  goals,  is  to  alleviate  the  pres- 
sure on  private  property  by,  for  one  thing,  seeing  further  into  the 
future,  so  we  have  more  time  to  anticipate,  and,  therefore,  prepare 
for,  and  respond  to  things  like  threats  to  spotted  owl  habitat.  So 
that  those  threats  can  be  met  on  the  public  lands,  solely  on  the 
public  lands,  without  impacts  spilling  over  on  private  land  owner- 
ships. 

I  should  hasten  to  explain  that  fundamental  to  the  idea  of  eco- 
system management  on  Federal  land  is  the  notion  that  we  would 
be  planning  in  conjunction  with  our  neighbors,  but  certainly  not 
planning  for  our  neighbors — an  absolutely  vital  distinction.  This  is 
not  a  stalking  horse  for  centralized  planning  and  placing  the  heavy 
hand  of  the  Federal  Grovemment  on  private  landowners  across  the 


886 

way.  Anything  but.  The  goal  here  is  to  cooperate,  cooperate  with 
the  owners  and  managers  of  neighboring  lands  for  shared  goals. 

Mr.  Regula.  If  you'd  yield — an3rthing  that's  done  on  private 
lands  would  have  to  be  totally  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  land- 
owner? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  That  is  correct,  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  But  what  if  there's  disagreement?  I  mean,  let's 
assume  that  there's  disagreement.  Let's  assume  that  the  States 
and  counties  and  multiple  jurisdictions  that  we're  talking  about 
here  when  you  discuss  ecosystems — let's  assume  the  State  says, 
"We  disagree  with  you.  Federal  agency  of  whatever  stripe  you  are," 
and  I  know  the  Forest  Service  is  involved  in  this  and  BLM  and  oth- 
ers. Can  you  understand  the  reluctance  on  the  part  of  people  who 
may  be  affected  by  whatever  determinations  are  made,  by  eco- 
system management  conclusions  or  study  conclusions,  and  are  they 
not  justified? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  think  we  can — we  and,  more  importantly,  the  local 
managers  who  work  for  the  Bureau  can  and  do  understand  the 
points  of  view  of  local  landowners  and  local/State  units  of  govern- 
ment, and  so  forth.  Again,  the  goal  here  is  to  achieve  a  much  more 
truly  collaborative  approach  to  management  and  style  of  manage- 
ment than  we  have  in  the  past.  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  we  are 
trying  hard  to  move  in  your  direction  and  the  direction  of  the  peo- 
ple that  you  represent,  simply  because  we  see  that  the  most  suc- 
cessful management  is  management  that  has  everyone  onboard. 

Now  there  are  often  disagreements  over  questions  of  fact.  We 
think  we  can  resolve  those  with  closer  and  more  collaborative  proc- 
ess. There  are,  finally,  some  disagreements  over  priorities,  over 
druthers,  over  what  people  want. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  And  those  one  simply  has  to  work  out  through  the 
process. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Let  me  go  fundamentally  to — and  I  won't  take 
a  lot  of  time 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  all  right.  This  ecosystem  management  is  a 
relatively  new  concept. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes. 

FUNDING  FOR  ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT  STUDIES 

I  don't  want  to  abuse  my  time,  but  I  want  to  understand  this  for 
the  record. 

Are  ecosystem  management  studies  authorized,  the  expending 
funds  under  any  authorized  action  by  Congress,  and  if  so,  what  is 
it  specifically?  Where's  your  authority  for  spending  the  money  on 
this  ecosystem  management  study? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  would  say — and  others  here  I'd  ask  to  further 
elaborate,  but.  No.  1,  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act.  I  have  the  quote  here,  if  I  can  get  to  it  quick  enough, 
that  basically  calls  for  managing  land  for  the  long-term  sustain- 
ability  and  managing  it  in  the  public  interest,  is  the  basic  organic 
legislation  with  BLM. 

Of  course,  the  other  authority  that  we  have  is  the  process  that 
we're  involved  in  right  now  in  the  appropriations  process  here  that 
this  committee  authorizes. 
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Mr.  Nethercutt.  You're  seeking  a  line  item,  I  take  it — and  I  say 
that  in  broad  terms — for  ecosystem  management  study  for  the  next 
Fiscal  Year? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  No,  we  are  not. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  It's  all  within  your  program  funds,  I  take  it? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  So  you're  doing  it  under  a  generic  determina- 
tion, I  guess,  is  a  way  to  say  it?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I'm  looking  for  that  statement  of— in  FLPMA,  the 
quote  that's  right  in  the  front  of  the  notebook  or  something. 

Mr.  Regula.  Your  question  would  go  to  the  Forest  Service  or  the 
Park  Service  possibly,  since  doesn't  this  involve  cooperation  of  all 
three  groups? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Basically,  let  me  just  mention  a  couple  of  things. 
No.  1  is,  there  is  no  specific  line  item  for  ecosystem  management. 
We  have  management  of  lands  and  resources,  which  is  the  core 
work  of  managing  the  land  of  BLM  that  includes  wildlife  and  fish 
and  recreation  and  cultural  resources  and  timber,  and  the  core  of 
what  we  do. 

The  concept  of  ecosystem  management,  is  the  process,  of  how  we 
ultimately  determine  how  we  get  there  and  the  tradeoffs  that  may 
be  made,  and  this  is  not  an  easy  task.  It's  not  an  easy  task  for  us 
because  you  have,  as  Maitland  described,  competing  interests.  Our 
goal  is  to  continually  strive  to  be  good  neighbors,  to  work  together. 
I've  been  in  the  land  management  business  for  18  years,  and  one 
of  the  trends  that  I've  seen  that  I'm  trying  to  reverse,  and  that's 
over  time  the  resource  manager  has  moved  out  of  the  field  and  into 
the  conference  room.  In  a  sense,  we  sort  of  dehumanized  a  lot  of 
our  relationships  by  making  them  formal.  Sometimes  we  send 
somebody  an  EA  rather  than  lean  over  a  pickup  and  talk  to  them 
about  the  condition  of  the  stream  or  the  problem  with  noxious 
weeds  infesting  range  lands. 

In  order  to  address  these  kinds  of  problems,  we're  looking  to  shift 
about  655  positions  from  headquarters  to  the  field,  so  we  have  a 
greater  opportunity  for  interaction  of  people.  We've  got  lots  of  good 
people  that  are  bachelors,  masters,  Ph.D.s,  with  expertise  in  every- 
thing from  reducing  soil  erosion  to  dealing  with  noxious  weed  prob- 
lems and  forest  health  problems.  The  more  interaction  that  we  can 
have  locally  to  deal  with  these  folks  promotes  education.  It's  a  col- 
laborative style  of  leadership  and  the  people  working  together  to 
achieve  a  common  goal. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  understand  the  goal,  but  I  guess  I'm  just, 
frankly,  a  little  skeptical  and  concerned  about,  in  fact,  what  will 
happen  rather  than  as  a  philosophy,  and  I  say  that,  obviously,  very 
respectfully  to  you.  I'm  not  here  to 

cooperative  ecosystem  examples 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes,  I  can  state  an  example  in  your  neighboring 
State,  in  Oregon,  of  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains,  where  there  are 
about  750,000  acres  of  BLM  lands  with  about  15  permitees.  It  was 
called  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains  because,  of  course,  trout  were  in 
the  streams  on  the  mountains.  In  the  late  eighties  a  result  of  some 
electrophoresis  work,  we  found  out  that  those  trout  were  already 
listed  as  threatened.  The  local  people  decided  that  they  were  going 


888 

to  deal  with  this  situation  in  concert  with  BLM  and  the  Fish  and 
WildUfe  Service,  and  the  problem  didn't  go  to  court.  The  problem 
was  solved  locally.  There  were  some  adjustments  made  to  the  var- 
ious rest/rotation  strategies,  some  cuts  in  grazing  for  a  time. 

What  those  people  noted  is  in  a  few  years  the  willows  started 
coming  back  along  the  streams,  and  they  passed  the  muster  of  con- 
sultation, and  they  solved  that  problem  locally.  It  didn't  even  have 
to  go  to  Portland,  Oregon,  nor  come  to  Washington.  That's  the  spir- 
it in  which  we're  trying  to  head  toward  the  future. 

We  have  examples  of  where  this  works  in  every  State.  In  fact, 
the  longest  driveway  I  was  ever  down  was  the  Zimmerman  Ranch, 
and  that's  a  25-mile  driveway.  Mr.  Zimmerman  told  me,  he  said, 
"It  took  us  about  two  years  to  stop  hollering  at  each  other,"  and 
that's  a  quote  from  him.  But  when  we  have  various  conservation 
interests,  the  State  agencies,  and  the  local/Federal  people  all  work- 
ing together,  they  were  just  determined  to  solve  the  problem  and 
they  did. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  that's  good  government,  it  seems  to  me. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  good  government  and  good  relationships 
with  local  people,  and  a  model  of  where  we  should  be  going. 

GRAZING  PERMIT  RENEWALS 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Sure.  And  it  applies  also  to  this  whole  range 
land  reform  issue.  That's  very  important  out  our  way.  We  talk 
about  sending  EA  requests,  and  we've  got  people  who  want  to  have 
permits  renewed,  and  not  just  in  my  district  but  in  other  parts  of 
the  country,  and  now  we're  facing,  apparently,  this  environmental 
assessment  requirement  to  get  a  range  land  permit  reissued  for  an- 
other year  period,  which  puts  a  lot  of  those  permits,  at  least  in  our 
district,  coming  due  now.  They're  expiring  and  wanting  to  be  re- 
newed, and  we  have  people  who  are 

Mr.  Regula.  If  you'll  yield — is  this  grazing? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Yes,  grazing. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Let  me  just  mention 

Mr.  Yates.  What  do  you  mean  by — George,  what  do  you  mean 
by  "range  land  reform?" 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well 

Mr.  Yates.  What  does  it  mean? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Grazing  permit  issues  that  require  environ- 
mental assessment  for  reissuance  of  permit  on  grazing  lands. 

Mr.  Regula.  The  concern  you're  expressing  on  the  ecosystem 
management  is  that  it  may  create  new  standards  for  releasing 
these  range  land  permits,  and  that's  where  the  private  sector  gets 
uneasy. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  in  some  respects,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I 
switched  gears  a  little  bit  from  ecosystem  management  to  range 
land  reform  and  grazing  permit  reissuance,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Regula.  It  seems  to  me  that's  still  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  It  may  well  be. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  The  issue,  the  particular  issue,  of  the  current  con- 
cern over  reissuance  of  10-year  grazing  permits  is  a  Forest  Service 
problem.  It  is  not  a  BLM  problem.  The  Forest  Service 

Mr.  Yates.  Why  do  you  say  that? 
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Mr.  Sharpe.  Because — for  two  reasons — the  Forest  Service  has 
an  immense  10-year  bulge  in  its  issuance  of  grazing  permits.  We 
do  not.  We  have  much  more  nearly  an  even  flow.  So  it's  easier  for 
us  to  manage,  as  a  matter  of  practice. 

The  Forest  Service  failed  to  analyze — decided  not  to  analyze 
grazing  impacts  when  they  were  preparing  their  forest  plans.  They 
didn't  deal  with  grazing  at  that  level.  They  planned  to  deal  with 
grazing  in  issuing  their  allotment  management  plans,  or  AMPs, 
but  then  they  didn't  get  most  of  their  AMPs  written. 

So  in  the  forest  system  the  cycle  of  renewal  of  the  forest  plans 
triggers  the  need  to  address  grazing  in  these  very  large  numbers 
of  cases  all  at  once,  and  that's  the  problem  that  they  face  right 
now.  They're  working  overtime  to  deal  with  it,  but  it's  been  very 
unpleasant  for  both  the  Forest  Service  and,  more  particularly,  for 
the  Forest  Service  grazing  permitees.  But  we  are  happy  to  say  we 
have  avoided  that  problem,  and  it  simply  is  not  an  issue  on  BLM 
lands,  although  there's  been  some  confusion  on  that  score  and 
there's  been  some  concern. 

Mr.  Yates.  Aren't  you  required,  before  you  renew  or  grant  a  per- 
mit, aren't  you  required  to  get  an  environmental  assessment? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  We  have  done  the  fundamental  grazing  analysis  as 
part  of  the  EIS  process  and  have  been  able  to  tier  EAs  off  of  the 
NEPA  work  that's  already  been  done.  Therefore,  the  reissuance  of 
these  permits,  is  not  only  spread  out  relatively  evenly  over  time, 
but  the  amount  of  work  required  is  much  less  because  we  did  the 
bulk  of  the  work  upfront  when  we  did  the  original  environmental 
analysis. 

Mr.  Yates.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Well,  I  will  in  one  second.  I  just  want  to  make 
a  quick  point. 

Mr.  Thomas  sat  here  sometime  recently  and  testified  in  connec- 
tion with  this  issue  that  they  felt  required,  they,  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice, felt  required  to  do  an  environmental  assessment  under  NEPA 
based  on  BLM  decisions.  And  my  understanding  and  research  of 
law  is  that  there  have  been  some  BLM  decisions  that  on  new  per- 
mits an  EA  might  be  required.  I  think  there's  some  court  cases  to 
that  effect.  And,  as  I  understood  the  Forest  Service  testimony,  they 
said,  well — I  said,  "Are  you  sure  it's  been  done  and  there  are  Forest 
Service  cases,"  and  they  said,  "Well,  we  think  there  are,"  and  I'm 
still  waiting  for  that  in  the  record,  but  they  also  confirmed  that 
there  were  some  BLM  cases.  And  they  said  if  it  was  good  enough 
for  BLM,  it's  probably  going  to  be  good  enough  for  us,  and  we  have 
to  do  these  on  renewals,  not  just  issuance  of  initial  permits,  graz- 
ing permits,  but  on  renewals.  And  that's  the  purpose  of  my  ques- 
tion, is  to  have  you  testify. 

Is  it  your  sense  that  there  is  a  requirement  of  environmental  as- 
sessment under  NEPA  for  reissuance  of  grazing  permits? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  think  that  we  would  probably 

Mr.  Yates.  Is  this  an  EA  or  does  this  require  an  EIS? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  think  it's  an  EA,  as  I  understand  it,  not  a 
full  EIS. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  We  have  done, the  umbrella  EIS  work  in  the  past 
as  part  of  the  original  analysis.  Typically,  now  any  questions  hav- 
ing *o  do  with  renewals  is  accomplished  via  EA. 
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I  would  suggest  that  the  best  way  for  us  to  handle  this,  as  the 
question  gets  more  and  more  technical  and  involves  more  than  one 
Federal  agency — indeed,  more  than  one  department — is  probably 
for  us  to  get  our  planning  people  to  supply  us  a  written  response, 
so  we  could  supply  it  to  you  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Fine. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  And  if  it  meets  your  approval,  we'll  be  able  to  try 
to  coordinate  this  with  the  Forest  Service  as  well,  so  that  we  get 
a  useful  answer. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  I  think  that's  sensible  because,  again,  we  have 
a  lot  of  people  who  are  just  very  concerned  about  the  time  line 
here,  and  the  Forest  Service  expresses  concern  about  the  time  line 
also,  but  commits  to  have  this  all  completed  by  the  end  of  this  year, 
so  that  there  isn't  uncertainty.  So  there's  fear  in  the  marketplace 
on  both  sides. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Environmental  Assessments  of  Grazing  Permits 

Both  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  (FS)  are 
required  to  issue  grazing  p>ermits  in  conformance  with  the  National  Enviroixmental 
Policy  Act  ff>JEPA).   In  the  case  of  BLM,  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statements 
(EIS's)  were  court  mandated  in  the  mid-1970's.  As  part  of  this  mandate  BLM  was 
ordered  to  prepare  EIS's.  BLM  completed  145  EIS's  over  a  13-year  period  from  1975 
to  1988.  Grazing  permits  were  often  reauthorized  at  the  completion  of  the  grazing 
EIS's.  This  helped  flatten  out  the  sequencing  of  BLM's  reauthorization  of  grazing 
j>ermits. 

The  effects  of  livestock  grazing  had  been  previously  analyzed  in  the  grazing  EIS's. 
Site-specific  Enviromnental  Analyses  (EAs)  required  for  permit  reauthorization,  can 
be  derived  from  (tiered  ofO  the  pertinent  EIS  and  completed  with  minimal 
additional  analysis  or  time.  This  greatly  facilitates  BLM's  ability  to  stay  current  with 
the  demand  for  permit  renewals.  The  FS,  however,  is  facing  more  of  a  challenge 
with  respect  to  permit  renewals. 

In  the  past,  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  issued  term  grazing  permits  to  expire  on  one 
common  decade  date  to  ranchers  that  met  certain  requirements.   Although  the 
policy  has  long  since  been  dropped,  about  one-half  of  the  10-year  term  grazing 
permits  are  due  to  expire  at  the  end  of  1996.  When  the  permit  expires,  assuming 
compliance  with  all  applicable  laws,  regvilations,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  permit,  the  p)ermit  holder  has  preference  for  renewal  for  another  ten  years.  The 
FS  has  approximately  88  million  acres  in  active  allotments  grazed  under  8,639 
grazing  permits.  Many  of  these  permits  were  issued  in  1985  based  on  historic  use 
and  resovu-ce  data  that  determined  suitability  and  whether  conditions  were  adequate 
for  livestock  grazing.  Many  forest  plans  have  limited  references  to  livestock  grazing 
as  a  result  of  the  determination. 

In  order  to  improve  Agency  compliance  with  NEPA  and  related  laws,  a  Forest 
Service  team  was  established.  The  team  prepared  a  report  that  was  made  available 
on  January  27, 1995.  The  report  provides  a  framework  for  meeting  NEPA 
obligations  on  grazing  pemuts  that  expire  in  1995  and  beyond,  making  more 
efficient  use  of  the  NEPA  process,  and  promoting  consistency  between  regions.  The 
report  will  form  the  basis  for  an  amendment  to  the  Forest  Service  handbook  that 
will  provide  implementing  iitstructions.  ' 

The  Forest  Service  objectives  are  to  maintain  or  improve  rangeland  resources, 
retain  the  legitimate  use  of  livestock  on  National  Forests  and  Grasslands,  and 
improve  compliance  with  Federal  laws  and  regulations.  The  successful  design  and 
implementation  of  this  procedure  is  one  of  the  Forest  Service's  top  priorities  for 
1995.  The  Agency  is  aggressively  implementing  actions  to  conduct  necess<uy 
analysis  and  make  decisions  on  the  majority  of  expiring  permits  in  a  timely  fashion. 
The  actions  are  designed  to  reduce  the  vulnerability  of  a  legal  challenge  on  NEPA 
grounds  to  decisions  to  renew  grazing  permits. 
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Mr.  Regula.  If  you'll  yield 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Regula.  Renewals  are  what  for  a  10-year  period? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  think  the  answer  is  that  for  us  it's  easy  to  do  the 
EA  because  we  can  share  it  off  the  existing  EIS,  which  we  did  in 
the  first  instance.  The  Forest  Service  finds  it  more  difficult  because 
they  didn't  do  it  in  the  first 

Mr.  Yates.  May  I  follow  up? 

Mr.  Regula.  I'd  like  to  suspend  for  a  minute. 

[Off  the  record.] 

blm's  record  on  permit  renewals 

Mr.  Regula.  All  right,  we'll  reconvene. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  just  want  to  find  out — when  you  go  through  the 
process  of  renewing  these  grazing  permits,  what  if  you're  presented 
with  a  farmer  who  has  a  permit — excuse  me,  a  rancher  who  has 
a  permit  and  hasn't  taken  care  of  his  land?  Do  you  renew  the  per- 
mit? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  think  the  answer  is  that  in  almost  all  cases  these 
permits  are  renewed,  although  in  some  cases  they  are  not. 

Mr.  Yates.  How  many  have  you  not  renewed? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  don't  have  those  numbers.  We'd  have  to  find  out 
and — — 

Mr.  Yates.  Do  you  ever  refuse  to  renew  any  of  them? 

Mr.  Sharpe  [continuing].  Year  by  year,  supply  them  for  the 
record.  I'm  sure  there  are  such  cases. 

Mr.  Yates.  In  this  present  climate  that  exists  out  West,  would 
you  dare  refuse  to  renew  them? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  I  would  hate  to  think  that  proper  management  of 
the  public  lands,  pursuant  to  the  law,  requires  individual  heroism 
on  the  part  of  the  managers.  That  would  be  an  unfortunate  situa- 
tion. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Yates.  But  isn't  that  the  truth  from  the  stories  that  I  hear 
about  the  sagebrush  rebellion  that's  taking  place  out  there? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  There  are  indications  that  we  seem,  sadly,  to  be 
moving  in  that  direction.  We're  doing  what  we  can  to  try  to  defuse 
those  situations  and  avoid  that,  but  it  is  a  matter  of  great  concern 
to  us. 

Mr.  Yates.  So,  therefore,  you  renew — so  you  renew  the  permit, 
then,  without  looking  at  the  EA  or  anything  like  that? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  No,  I  don't  think  that's  true  in  point  of  fact.  Our 
managers  work  in  the  best  of  faith  to  try  to  make  sure  that  the 
permits,  permit  renewal  decisions,  and,  more  particularly  perhaps, 
the  conditions  written  into  the  permits  that  govern  actual  manage- 
ment on  the  land,  do  reflect  the  condition  of  the  land  and  do  reflect 
accurately  its  carrying  capacity  for  livestock  in  this  case,  and  do  re- 
flect the  best  available  science  and  assessment  information  that  we 
have. 

Mr.  Yates.  You're  just  giving  me  words.  The  question  that  I'm 
asking  you  is:  are  there  occasions  when  these  people  who  have  your 
permits  don't  do  the  kind  of  a  job  that  warrants  their  receiving  a 
renewal?  What  do  you  do  in  instances  of  that  kind? 
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Mr.  Sharpe.  I  don't  have  any  data,  any  numbers,  on  the  fre- 
quency of  this  or  the  number  of  cases,  and  I  think,  again,  that's 
something  that  we  would  have  to  ask  our  field  people  and  supply 
you  with  an  answer  for  the  record,  and  we  would  be  happy  to  do 
that.  I'm  sorry  I  don't  have  that  at  my  fingertips. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Renewals  of  Grazing  Permits 

BLM  field  managers  monitor  grazing  allotments  to  detect  problems  in  the  man- 
agement of  the  public  lands  and  in  compliance  with  the  applicable  regulations. 
When  significant  problems  are  detected,  BLM  deals  with  the  situation  at  that  time. 
The  problem  is  not  put  off  to  be  dealt  with  at  the  time  of  permit  renewal.  This  being 
the  case,  there  are  few  instances  where  a  renewal  is  denied  due  to  a  lack  of  compli- 
ance. 

BLM  makes  adjustments  in  the  operation  of  grazing  permits  on  a  daily  basis,  but 
most  of  these  are  worked  out  cooperatively  with  the  operator.  This  is  not  to  say  that 
BLM  does  not  take  action,  where  necessary,  to  enforce  compliance.  Within  the  last 
seven  years  in  Arizona,  for  example,  three  permits  have  been  completely  canceled, 
and  another  canceled  in  part  because  of  repeated  willful  violation  of  regulations. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  gathering  more  detailed  data  on  instances  where  BLM 
has  taken  administrative  action  to  cancel  a  permit  or  lease  in  whole  or  in  part,  or 
which  mandated  significant  changes  in  the  terms  or  conditions  of  the  permit.  We 
will  provide  the  committee  with  this  information  by  May  15,  1995. 

[The  following  information  was  also  provided  for  the  record:] 
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Of  the  28,000  livestock  grazing  permits  and  leases  administered  by  the  BLM,  104  permits/leases  have  been 
canceled  and  an  additional  37  others  have  been  modified  as  a  result  of  violations  of  prohibited  acts'  (including 
violations  of  permit/lease  terms  and  conditions' )  since  1985    Permits/leases  have  also  been  canceled  (7)  or 
modified  (212)  as  a  result  of  Biological  Opinions'  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  or  National 
Marme  Fisheries  Service,  and  as  a  result  of  allotment  momtonng  and  allotment  evaluations'"  (7  canceled, 
1 ,324  modified) 

The  following  table  displays  this  information  by  state: 


Prohibited  Acts 

Violations  of 
Terms  & 
Conditions 

Allotment 
Monitoring  & 
Evaluations 

Biological                 1 
Opmions                  1 

State 

Cancel. 

(#) 

Modif 

(#) 

Cancel. 

Modif. 

Cancel. 

(*) 

Modif. 

Cancel. 

{#) 

Modif. 
(#) 

AZ 

2 

1 

2 

.... 

10 

0 

22 

CA 

2 

0 

11 

1 

1 

26 

4 

83 

CO 

5 

3 

19 

3 

6 

139* 

0 

0 

ID 

6 

.... 

4 

1 

.... 

82 

0 

6 

MT 

2 

.... 

3 

1 

.... 

99 

0 

0 

NV 

3 

.... 

3 

7 

114* 

3 

77 

NM 

14 

1 

8 

0 

314 

0 

0 

OR 

0 

.... 

8 

3 

.... 

63 

0 

7 

UT 

5 

2 

2 

1 

0 

430 

0 

17 

WY 

4 

12 

2 

0 

0 

47 

0 

0 

Total 

43 

18 

61 

19 

7 

1324* 

7 

212 

*  Modifications  include  both  increases  and  reductions  of  grazing  levels  authonzed  in  leases  and  permits. 

1  .Prohibited  Acts-  As  defined  m  §  4140.1  are  acts  prohibited  on  public  lands  and  other  lands  administered  by  the  BLM.  Examples  of  this  are: 
Violating  special  terms  and  conditions  incorporated  in  permits  or  leases;  placing  supplemental  feed  on  these  lands  without  authorization;  damaging 
or  removing  U.S.  property  without  authorization,  interfering  with  lawfijl  uses  or  users;  violating  the  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  or  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

2. Terms  and  Conditions-  Are  defined  in  §  4130.6  which  states,  in  part,  that  livestock  grazing  permits  and  leases  shall  contain  terms  and 
conditions  necessary  to  achieve  the  management  objectives  for  the  public  lands  and  other  lands  under  BLM  administration, 


3 .  Biological  Opinions-  The  Endangered  Species  Act  requires  that  Federal  agencies  must  ensure  that  their  actions  are  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  any  endangered  or  threatened  species,  nor  to  adversely  modify  critical  habitat.  To  ensure  compliance  with  this.  Federal 
agencies  must  consult  with  the  appropriate  Secretary  (Interior-  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser\ice.  or  Commerce- National  Marine  Fisheries  Service)  if  their 
actions  may  affect  a  federally-listed  species.  The  appropriate  Secretary  has  the  responsibility  lo  respond  in  this  consultation  witli  a  Biological 
Opinion  which  may  contain  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  the  consulting  agency  must  follow  to  avoid  Jeopardy  to  the  species  in  question. 


4.  Allotment  Monitoring  and  Evaluatioa-i-  Monitoring  means  the  periodic  observation  and  orderly  collection  ofdata  to  evaluate:  (1)  Effects  of 
management  actions;  and  (2)  Effectiveness  of  actions  in  meeting  management  objectives.  Allotment  evaluations  are  the  systematic  review  of 
monitoring  data  and  other  applicable  information  to  evaluate  if  management  changes  are  warranted  on  a  grazing  allotment. 
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Mr.  Nethercutt.  Mr.  Yates,  would  you  yield? 
Mr.  Yates.  I  yield. 

COSTS  OF  GRAZING  EA'S 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  Isn't  it  true,  though,  that  the  environmental 
assessment  or  analysis  is  done  by  the  rancher  or  the  property 
owner? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  No. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  No?  It's  not?  It's  done  by  your  agency? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  No,  customarily,  the  Bureau,  as  the  Federal  manag- 
ing agency,  has  the  responsibility  for  carrying  out  the  monitoring 
and  the  assessment  work  on  the  land  in  order  to  determine  ranch 
condition  and  trends.  Ideally,  this  is  done  in  close  cooperation  with 
the  landowner  because  it's  the  most  effective  if  both  parties  are  out 
there  seeing  the  resource  through  the  same  eyes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  And  you  bear  the  cost 

Mr.  Sharpe.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nethercutt  [continuing].  Of  that?  And  my  understanding  is 
that  the  highest  cost,  Mr.  Yates,  on  one  of  these  cases  was 
$100,000,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Yates.  Cost  for  what? 

Mr.  Nethercutt.  To  do  the  assessment.  And  so  that's  what 
raises  the  concern  with  our  ranchers,  as  to  whether  they  can  af- 
ford, the  agency,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  Yes.  The  monitoring  costs  are  borne  by  the  agency. 

NYE  COUNTY,  NEVADA  ISSUES 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  let  me  ask  you  something  you  probably  already 
know  about,  the  Nevada  range  war.  Do  you  know  about  the  Ne- 
vada range  war?  This  is  an  article  that  appeared  on  April  5,  The 
Los  Angeles  Times,  Tonopah,  Nevada: 
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"Rangers  that  patrol  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  a  million  of 
the  most  isolated  acres  in  the  country,  are  now  instructed  to  travel 
in  pairs,  to  stay  in  radio  contact,  and  avoid  confrontation  at  all 
costs.  They  carry  wallet-sized  cards  with  phone  numbers  to  call  in 
case  of  an  arrest.  Their  fear  is  not  of  gun-toting  rustlers,  but  of 
elected  officials.  In  Nevada's  Nye  County,  the  heartland  of  the 
county  supremacy  movement,  which  has  become  the  rallying  cry  in 
the  West  for  critics  of  Federal  control  of  public  lands,  Nye  County 
politicians  have  passed  resolutions  declaring  that  all  Federal  land 
here,  93  percent  of  the  county's  territory,  is  under  local  control, 
that  roads  on  Federal  land  are  county  property,  and  that  all  citi- 
zens have  the  right  to  own  whatever  firearms  they  please.  Federal 
employees  have  been  threatened  with  arrest  for  doing  their  jobs. 
And  one  particularly  flamboyant  county  commissioner,  who  has  be- 
come a  national  point  man  for  the  home  rule  movement,  twice  used 
a  bulldozer  to  reopen  national  forest  trails.  'As  this  escalates,  a 
physical  confrontation  is  a  possibility,'  said  Ted  Angle,  District 
Manager,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management."  That's  your  shop. 

What  are  you  doing  about  it?  What  happens? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  The  situation  in  Nye  County,  and  the  chairman 
of  the  Nye  County  Board  is  the  individual  referred  to  there,  that 
case  has  been  taken  on  by  the  Department  of  Justice.  The  appro- 
priate place  for  these  kinds  of  situations,  is  in  the  court  system, 
and  that's  what's  happening  in  Nye  County. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  how  much  danger  are  your  rangers  in? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  What  we've  done  is 

Mr.  Yates.  How  much  danger  is  the  chap  who  handles  the  ques- 
tion of  renewal  of  the  grazing  permit — how  much  danger  is  he  in 
when  he  looks  at  the  land  that  is  the  subject  of  the  permit  and  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  permit  ought  not  to  be  renewed?  He's  in 
danger  of  getting  shot  then,  isn't  he? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  If  I  can  just  mention  one  point  with  regard  to  the 
decision  as  to  whether  or  not  to  renew  the  permit.  We  do  issue  full 
force  and  effect  decisions  and  have  issued  a  number  of  those  in  sit- 
uations where  there  is  considered  to  be  an  emergency  and  we  need 
to  stop  resource  deterioration.  These  are  situations  where  you 
might  have  severe  soil  erosion,  vegetational  problems,  and  those 
kinds  of  things  that  require  some  temporary  changes.  We  may  in- 
stitute a  change  in  the  season  of  use;  it  may  be  a  change  in  the 
numbers  of  cattle  out  there,  and  those  kinds  of  things.  The  current 
process  is  we  consult  with  the  affected  interests,  with  the 
permitees,  and  move  forward,  because,  ultimately,  the  health  of  the 
land  is  in  the  best  interest  of  everybody,  including  the  permittee, 
because 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  but  he  has  different  ideas  about  whether  the 
land  is  as  healthy  as  you  think  it  ought  to  be,  and  he  doesn't  think 
it's  overgrazed  and  you  do. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  We  have  26  of  those  in  the  last  6  months  in  Nevada 
alone. 

Mr.  Yates.  In  Nevada  alone?  And  what  do  you — what  are  you 
doing  about  them? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  Well,  we  are  implementing  those  decisions  because 
of  conditions  of  severe  resource  degradation. 
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Mr.  Yates.  Well,  does  that  mean  you  are  not  giving  him  the  re- 
newal permit? 

Mr.  Sharpe.  That  means  we  are  reducing  the  number  of  head, 
the  frequency  of  grazing,  the  season  of  use,  whatever  the  appro- 
priate adjustment  is.  It's  not  an  all-or-nothing  issue  or  withhold- 
the-permit  decision  coming  up  every  10  years.  What  we're  dealing 
with  ordinarily  is  a  much  more  narrower  decision  on  an  annual 
basis  as  to  the  conditions  under  which  the  grazing  via  the  permit 
could  take  place.  So  we  are  equipped  with  a  finer  set  of  tools,  if 
you  will,  and  are  in  a  position  to  make  narrower,  more  sophisti- 
cated adjustments  on  a  year-to-year  or  even  subyear  basis. 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  good  luck.  Good  luck. 

Mr.  Sharpe.  In  fact,  we  are  going  ahead  and  doing  this  in  Ne- 
vada in  some  very  hotly  contested  cases. 

Mr.  Yates.  Oh,  I'm  sure  they're  hotly  contested.  This  article  con- 
tinues in  citing  Mr.  Nelson,  supervisor,  Toiyabe  and  Humboldt  Na- 
tional Forest.  "He  increasingly  fears  for  his  employees'  safety,  par- 
ticularly since  bombs  went  off  last  week  damaging  the  agency's 
Carson  City  office  and  an  agency  building  in  Elko  County.  'Our 
basic  response  is  no  comment,'  he  said.  'Mine  is  they  can  continue 
to  blow  all  of  our  facilities  up.  We'll  continue  to  do  our  job.  We  have 
to.'" 

Well,  he's  on  his  way  to  a  promotion,  isn't  he? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  And  what  we're  doing  is  we're 

Mr.  Yates.  Well,  is  the  FBI  in  the  that  case,  the  case  of  the 
bombing? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  I  believe  so,  yes.  In  fact,  our  BLM  office  was 
bombed  a  year  and  a  half  ago  in  Reno. 

COUNTY  attitudes  TOWARD  FEDERAL  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Yates.  Now  is  Nye  County  unique  in  this  or  does  the  same 
situation  prevail  in  other  counties  of  the  West? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  There  is  a  gradation  of  attitudes,  just  like  in  any 
issue  across  the  country.  In  fact,  I  had  an  interesting  experience 
just  about  three  weeks  ago.  I  was  on  the  phone  with  a  couple  of 
the  county  commissioners  from  Lemhi  County,  which  is  Salm.on, 
Idaho,  and  they  invited  me  out  to  visit  with  them,  and  I  agreed  to 
come.  And  they  called  on  Tuesday  and  I  was  out  there  on  Friday, 
and  I  think  they  were  very  surprised  that  I  showed  up.  They  had 
some  interesting  concerns. 

No.  1  is  they  were  concerned  that  everyone  was  being  painted 
with  a  broad  brush  out  there.  They  proceeded  to  have  a  very  cor- 
dial and  orderly  meeting  with  all  the  county  commissioners,  a  vari- 
ety of  local  residents  from  miners  to  ranchers  to  environmentalists, 
and  they  went  through  a  litany  of  items  of  things  that  they  are 
doing  good  for  the  land,  and  they  feel  they're  not  getting  credit  for 
it. 

Mr.  Regula.  Credit  from  you  or  from  your  agency? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Or  from  anyone,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Yates.  From  the  public. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  From  the  public. 

Mr.  Yates.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  And  what  I  offered  to  do  is  I  offered  to  work  with 
them  under  the  form  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding;  and 
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work  together  in  a  collaborative  manner,  to  move  forward  in  a  posi- 
tive way.  The  goals,  I  believe,  are  similar  for  all  of  us.  We  care 
about  the  health  of  the  land.  It's  the  goose  that  lays  the  golden 
eggs.  What  we  really  need  is  to  work  on  issues  that  build  consen- 
sus and  a  base,  rather  than  divisive  issues.  Our  approach  is  to 
work  as  hard  as  we  can  to  avoid  the  divisive  issues,  and  that's 
what  a  collaborative  manner  is  all  about.  Yet,  on  the  other  hand, 
we've  assured  our  employees  our  primary  objective  is  to  work  with 
them  to  be  able  to  do  their  job  in  a  safe  manner. 
Mr.  Yates.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

HEALTH  OF  THE  LANDS 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  most  of  the  permittees  anxious  to  maintain  the 
quality,  maybe  even  enhance  the  quality,  of  the  land?  I  mean,  we 
only  hear  on  the  negative  side.  There  must  be  a  lot  of  these  ranch- 
ers who  care  about  the  land  and  want  to  take  good  care  of  it.  Do 
you  experience  that  many  of  them  do 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Oh,  definitely. 

Mr.  Regula  [continuing].  Take  a  positive  approach? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes.  Definitely.  There  are  situations,  numerous 
situations,  in  every  State,  I'm  sure  in  every  county,  that  there  are 
very  good  stewards  of  the  land  and  they're  proud  of  what  they  do, 
and  conditions  of  the  range  in  many  areas  are  increasing. 

There's  also  the  situation  where  riparian  areas,  are  in  tremen- 
dous need  of  improvement.  We  just  need  to  continually  strive  to 
work  to  improve  our  resources  because  it's  in  everybody's  benefit, 
and  their  children  and  grandchildren's  livelihoods  and  lifestyles  de- 
pend upon  that. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Every  year  we  give  out  awards,  stewardship 
awards,  to 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  great. 

Ms.  Meridith  [continuing].  Ranchers  and  landowners.  Unfortu- 
nately, it  doesn't  get  the  same  publicity  as  the  others. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I'm  sure  that  they  compete  and  this  is  a  mark 
of  distinction. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  I  would  think  the  local  small  businesses  and  gov- 
ernment people  would  recognize,  too,  that  there's  a  great  value  in 
the  visitor/tourism  aspect  of  all  this,  would  they  not? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it's  not  only  in  your  own 
State  of  Ohio,  but  throughout  the  West,  where  a  lot  of  money  is 
made  in  working  with  outfitters  and  guides  and 

Mr.  Regula.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Dombeck  [continuing].  Hunting  seasons  and  all  the  usual 
charges  for  access  to  private  land.  And  what  this  does  is  this  really 
diversifies  the  economic  base  and  their  cash  flow  and  their  whole 
lifestyle,  because,  you're  not  just  dependent  upon  one  thing. 

Mr.  Regula.  Right. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  There's  a  lot  of  very  entrepreneurial  people  out 
there  on  the  land  that  are  using  that  approach,  and  we  just  need 
to  continually  work  with  people  as  we  move  to  the  future,  and 
make  sure  they  understand  the  options  and  work  for  the  health  of 
the  land. 
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PUBLIC  POLICY  TOWARD  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Regula.  We  had  an  interesting  comment  from  a  witness 
from  Cato  this  week,  and  I'll  quote  it.  It  says,  "The  costs  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  land  management  should  be  shifted  from  the  agen- 
cies to  public  land  ranchers.  First,  private  grazing  on  public  lands 
should  be  paid  for  by  private  dollars.  All  range  subsidies,  including 
range  betterment  funds,  should  be  stopped."  That's  probably  a  less 
than  liberal  position,  but  it's  Cato.  How  would  you  respond  to  this 
idea? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  would  just  elaborate  on  that  a  little.  First  of  all, 
what  we  have  with  the  public  domain  is  the  remaining  270  million 
acres  of  the  initial  1.8  billion  acres  that  was  homesteaded.  There 
were  a  variety  of  very  positive  and  wise,  and  some  not  so  wise, 
public  policies  over  the  last  couple  of  centuries.  The  land  belongs 
to  all  of  the  people  and  times  are  changing,  and  change,  the  topic 
that  we  were  talking  about  with  Mr.  Yates,  is  a  lot  of  the  concern 
that  people  have  is  change.  The  place  where  I  grew  up  in  northern 
Wisconsin  is  a  lot  different  now  than  it  was  just  30  years  ago.  In 
the  lake  country  there  are  lots  of  small  lots  and  cabins  on  lakes 
where  there  weren't  cabins  when  I  was  fishing  there  as  a  kid. 

There  are  tremendous  benefits,  I  think,  as  we  look  at  land  man- 
agement, that  are  derived  from  local  communities.  For  example, 
the  wild  fire  protection  that's  provided  by  the  Federal  agencies  is 
millions,  hundreds  of  millions,  of  dollars 

Mr.  Regula.  Which  benefits  local  or  private  homeowners  and 
landowners,  wouldn't  you  say? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  It  benefits  the  local  communities.  It  benefits  the 
landowners.  And  the  fire  situation  is  a  problem  as  far  as  policy 
that  needs  to  be  looked  at,  and  we're  looking  at  that.  You've  got 
things  like  the  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  that  goes  to  the  local  com- 
munities that's  in  excess  of  $100  million  a  year  that's  used  to  help 
the  infrastructure  of  the  local  community. 

Grazing  fees  are  alone  $1.61  an  AUM  on  Federal  lands.  I  saw  in 
the  paper  yesterday  where  the  State  of  Utah  increased  the  grazing 
fee  to  $2.50,  and  so  that  is  the  case  with  most  State  grazing  fees, 
I'm  not  sure  what  the  range  is,  but  State  grazing  fees  go  from  $3, 
$4,  $5,  $8,  $10  an  AUM.  This  is  a  real  complex  situation  that 
would  involve  a  tremendous  amount  of  change.  Now  that  doesn't 
mean  we  can't  do  a  lot  of  things  better,  and  I  think  we  should  be. 
We  are  taking  a  look  at  our  land  patterns,  working  with  land  ex- 
changes with  local  communities.  I  think  it  is  real  important,  if  we 
can  attempt  to  take  pressure  off  of  some  communities  to  provide 
habitat  for  endangered  species,  to  provide  opportunities  for  recre- 
ation, access  for  fishing  and  sightseeing,  and  all  those  kinds  of 
things. 

LEASING  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  TO  THE  STATES 

Mr.  Regula.  How  would  you  react  to  the  possibility  of  maybe  a 
long-term  lease  of  some  of  the  Federal  BLM  lands  to  the  States, 
where  they  had  adjacent  acreage  that  they  are  managing,  just 
lease  it  to  them  in  a  block  or  possibly  even  grant  it  to  the  States, 
sell  it  or  grant  it?  You  know,  there's  an  interest  in  moving  these 
lands  from  the  Federal  domain  into  State  and/or  private. 
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Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  an  issue  I  think  that  would  require  very 
careful  study,  and  the  concept  of  blocking  up  lands  makes  a  lot  of 
sense.  We  just  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the 
Western  States  Land  Commissioners  to  work  more  closely  with 
them  to  take  a  look  at  this.  They  have  isolated  sections,  and  we 
have  various  isolated  parcels. 

LAND  EXCHANGES 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  trade  with  States  in  some  instances? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Yes. 

Ms.  Meridith.  That's  a  very  big  program  with  us.  Through  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  a  lot  of  that  money  goes  to- 
ward exchanges.  In  most  States  it's  looked  on  very  positively.  What 
we're  able  to  do  is  give  them  land  that's  closer  into  town  that  they 
can  use  for  their  purposes  or  recreation,  or  whatever,  sell,  if  they 
want  to,  whereas  we  get  blocks  of  land  that's  often  within  already 
designated  areas.  That's  wild  lands.  They  aren't  that  beneficial  to 
the  State  per  se.  So  that's  been  a  really  positive  program  for  both 
sides. 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  the  States  as  sensitive  to  the  management  of 
the  ecological  values  of  their  public  lands  as  is  the  case  with  BLM? 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  think  it  varies  by  State,  like  anything  else.  I 
think  most  States  are  under  a  lot  of  public  pressure  as  well  to  pay 
more  attention  to  the  environment  and  are  becoming  a  lot  more 
sensitive.  But,  obviously,  you  have  some  that  are  a  lot  more  sen- 
sitive than  others. 

We  work  together  with  the  States  on  trying  to,  identify  some  mu- 
tually beneficial  methods  of  maintaining  the  health  of  the  lands  in 
both  areas.  So  we're  working  together  with  the  States,  but  I  think 
we're  seeing  a  growing  awareness  on  the  parts  of  the  States. 

As  public  land,  diminishes,  it  becomes  more  valuable.  This  whole 
push  toward  greenways  and  reserving  some  vacant  lands  for  the 
people  to  recreate  on  is  growing  in  popularity  with  the  States. 

CLEAR  CREEK  COUNTY,  COLORADO 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  On  Monday  of  this  week  9,000,  a  little  bit  over 
9,000  acres  of  public  lands  was  patented  and  transferred  to  Clear 
Creek  County  and  the  town  of  Silver  Plume  in  Colorado,  and  a  lot 
of  that  land  is  going  to  be  used  as  part  of  the  historical  district  and 
this  kind  of  thing  goes  on. 

An  area  that  we  can  improve  substantially  is  the  process  of  the 
land  exchange  and  the  land  adjustment  process  that  in  many  cases 
now  can  take  up  to  five  years,  and  if  you  want  to  work  a  trade  with 
somebody  its  got  to  be  quicker.  We've  got  to  be  able  to  cut  the  proc- 
ess and  be  able  to  move  forward  with  land  adjustments  with  less 
red  tape.  We've  just  recently  looked  at  our  Federal  Land  Facilita- 
tion Act  regulations  and  have  cut  the  process  substantially.  We're 
continuing  to  look  at  avenues  like  that  to  make  this  whole  concept 
of  land  adjustment  easier,  cheaper,  and  to  facilitate  better  cus- 
tomer service. 
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SALE  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  have  existing  authority  to  sell  to  a  private 
individual  or  corporation  any  portion  of  your  public  lands? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes,  we  can  conduct  sales.  We  went  through  that 
in  the  eighties  in  trying  to  do  that.  It  becomes  not  that  profitable 
an  enterprise  because  of  the  survey  work  that's  involved,  the  title 
work  that's  involved,  clearances  for  hazardous  materials,  et  cetera. 
So  it  wasn't  really  very  cost-effective.  So  we  rely  primarily  on  ex- 
changes, which  are  very  cost-effective  for  both  sides. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  The  basis  for  that  program,  the  foundation  is  in 
FLPMA,  our  organic  legislation,  and  the  basic  direction  is  to  man- 
age this  land  in  the  public  interest.  Then  as  we  go  through  the 
planning  process,  we  might  have  isolated  parcels  of  land,  a  sliver 
of  land  between  a  frontage  road  and  an  interstate,  or  something 
like  that  that  it  just  doesn't  make  sense  to  retain  in  the  public  do- 
main. Then  we  would  look  to  use  those  kinds  of  lands  as  trading 
stock.  For  example,  there's  a  tremendous  demand  for  some  of  the 
industrial  land  around  big  cities  like  Las  Vegas.  We  trade  some  of 
those  lands  that  are  used  for  municipal  purposes  for 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  you  sharp  traders? 

Mr.  DOMBECK  [continuing].  Other  acreages. 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  you  sharp  traders? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Well,  we  try  to  be. 

Ms.  Meridith.  We're  getting  better. 

Mr.  Regula.  Getting  better?  [Laughter.] 

mineral  rights 

Is  most  of  your  land,  most  of  the  BLM  land,  held  in  fee  simple 
or  is  it  subject  in  many  instances  to  underground  mineral  claims 
and/or  easements  of  various  types  or  is  most  of  it  fee  simple? 

Ms.  Meridith.  I'd  say  most  of  the  public  lands,  BLM  lands, 
would  be  fee  simple.  If  anything,  we  have  some  lands  where  it's  re- 
versed, where  the  surface  is  owned  by  private  individuals,  States, 
etc.,  and  we  own  about  300  million  acres  of  subsurface  mineral 
rights.  I  know  we've  done  a  lot  of  work  with  the  eastern  States  on 
that  issue. 

We  probably  have  every  combination  that  there  is,  but  on  most 
of  our  270  million  acres  we  manage  both  the  surface  and  sub- 
surface, and  then  we  have  about  300  million  acres  that  we  manage 
just  the  subsurface. 

Mr.  Regula.  How  did  that  come  about? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Well,  throughout  the  years,  when  we  had  west- 
ward expansion,  there  were  a  lot  of  efforts  to  sell  off  public  lands 
to  private  individuals. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  you  only  sold  the  surface? 

Ms.  Meridith.  And  we  maintained  the  mineral  rights  because 
someone  was  thinking  ahead  and  thought  that  that  might  be  valu- 
able as  far  as  national  interests. 

Mr.  Regula.  Are  those  mineral  rights  subject  to  development 
and  can  you,  if  you  choose,  lease  them  for  either  coal  production 
and/or  oil  and  gas? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Oh,  we  do  a  lot  of  that.  In  fact,  over  a  billion  dol- 
lars of  revenue  in  the  United  States  comes  from  minerals  produc- 
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tion  on  BLM  lands,  and  a  lot  of  that  is  subsurface,  particularly  in 
the  eastern  States.  There's  about  40  million  acres 

Mr.  Regula.  Do  you  think  you're  good  land  managers? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Excellent  minerals  managers.  What  makes  it 
complicated  is  working  with  the  surface  owner  and  reaching  agree- 
ment, so  that  we  can  allow  production.  But  most  of  our  lands  are 
open  to  rental/leasing. 

Mr.  Regula.  Don  Hodell  had  an  article  in  The  Washington  Times 
a  week  or  so  ago  saying  there's  a  potential  energy  crisis  and  sug- 
gested in  the  article  that  we  should  be  more  aggressive  about  pro- 
viding access  to  the  mineral  resources  owned  by  the  United  States. 
Is  your  program  in  keeping  with  that? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes,  we  have  excellent  access  to  mineral  re- 
sources, and  that's  where  I  think  our  mission  differs  a  little  bit 
from  the  Forest  Service  or  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Regula.  Yes,  right. 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  a  multiple-use  mission.  Approximately 
20  percent  of  BLM  managed  lands  are  totally  restricted  for  other 
uses,  but  most  of  our  lands  are  open  to  leasing. 

mineral  patents 

Mr.  Regula.  How  do  you  feel  about  the  1872  Mining  Law  and 
the  requirement  that  you  grant  patents?  As  you  know,  there's  been 
a  patent  moratorium,  which  would,  of  course,  expire  at  the  end  of 
September. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Well,  given  the  level  of  interest  and  activity  with 
the  1872  mining  law,  we  believe  that  an  extension  of  the  morato- 
rium is  warranted.  I  think  there's  general  agreement  that  this  is 
a  part  of  the  1872  mining  law  that  needs  to  be  fixed,  and  I  believe 
it's  in  the  best  interest  of  the  taxpayers  to  extend  the  patent  mora- 
torium until  this  is  resolved. 

Mr.  Regula.  Roughly  how  many  patents  do  you  have  that  are  in 
the  pipeline  that  will  go  forward  regardless  of  the  moratorium  be- 
cause the  process  is  grandfathered  versus  the  number  that  are  on 
hold  as  a  result? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  We  have  a  total  of  about  617,  and  of  those,  385 
will  move  forward;  232  will  not. 

Mr.  Regula.  But  you  will  be  adding  the  235,  I  would  assume,  on 
a  weekly  basis;  would  that  not  be  true?  Would  you  not  be  getting 
new  applications? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  I'm  not  sure.  Tip,  did  we  get  88  in  '94? 

Mr.  Tipton.  We  received  88.  The  moratorium  doesn't  allow  us  to 
spend  funds  to  process  those  until  the  moratorium  expires. 

sharing  of  scientific  data 

Mr.  Regui^.  You  mentioned  the  scientific  capabilities  of  your 
agency.  I  was  interested,  do  you  share  with  the  States  and/or  the 
local  communities  the  resource  that  you  have  of  your  scientific  data 
and  people? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes,  and  I  think  one  of  the  tremendous  benefits, 
as  we  move  to  tightening  our  belt  and  look  at  things  we  need  to 
modify  or  things  that  we  need  to  stop  doing,  is  to  put  a  greater  em- 
phasis on  greater  collaboration  between  agencies  and  universities 
and  even  the  private  sector.  In  fact,  in  Idaho  we  just  initiated  a 


901 

technical  team  working  on  an  ecosystem.  We  only  have  two  full- 
time  BLM  employees  that  work  in  that.  Their  job  is  to  go  ahead 
and  work  on  the  Columbia  Basin.  They  work  with  Boise  State  Uni- 
versity, the  University  of  Utah  State 

Mr.  Regula.  So  you're  making  your  resources  available? 

Mr.  DOMBECK  [continuing].  The  Forest  Service 

Mr.  Regula.  After  all,  we  all  serve  the  same  people;  whether 
they're  citizens,  the  State,  Federal,  it's  still  the  same. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes. 

Mr.  Regula.  That's  great. 

budgetary  reductions 

One  last  question  because  we're  going  to  have  a  vote  here  short- 
ly. And  that  is,  as  you  know,  we're  faced  with  potential  budget  con- 
straints. Are  you  looking  at  your  organization  and  saying  here's  a 
scenario  if  we  have  a  5  percent  reduction  or  a  10  percent  reduction, 
so  that,  if  need  be,  once  we  know  what's  available  through  the 
budget  process,  we  could  come  back  to  you  and  say,  "What  are  your 
priorities  as  we  do  the  appropriations  bill?" 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Yes.  Yes,  we  have.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  Bob 
Henry's  entire  staff  is  in  the  midst  of  that  process  now.  What  I've 
been  doing,  since  I've  been  in  this  job,  is  basically  focusing  on  three 
approaches  to  get  more  efficient  and  streamline.  And  No.  1  is  I  like 
to  spend  a  lot  of  time  with  employees  and  ask  those  employees  to 
look  very  carefully  at  everything  that  they  do  and  ask,  do  I  have 
to  do  this  process  or  can  it  be  done  simpler;  to  do  things  as  simple 
as  writing  simpler. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Deming  would  be  proud  of  you.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Because  if  we  can  do  that  and  multiple  it  by,  say, 
10,000  employees,  that's  a  tremendous  savings. 

The  second  part  of  the  approach  is  to  take  a  look  at  the  organiza- 
tional or  the  administrative  sides  of  things,  and  what  we've  done 
just  in  the  last  few  months  is  we've  cut  our  headquarters  human 
resources  staff  in  half,  from  58  FTEs  to  27.  We're  reduced  the  per- 
sonnel manual  from,  I  think,  180  pages  to  21  pages. 

Mr.  Regula.  The  Vice  President  would  like  that. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  The  third  part  of  this  is  to  take  a  look  at  the  big 
things  that  we  do.  It's  real  important  that  we  do  a  few  things  very, 
very  well  rather  than  do  everything  at  the  C-  or  D+  level.  We 
need  some  A's  and  B's.  And  that's  what  we're  striving  for. 

Mr.  Regula.  Well,  we'd  like  to  give  A's  and  B's.  [Laughter.] 

I  guess  the  jury's  still  out,  and  you're  trying  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenge. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  coming,  and  we'll  work  with  you  as 
much  as  possible  to  do  a  good  job  on  behalf  of  the  people  we  all 
serve. 

With  that,  the  committee  is  adjourned. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Thank  you. 

[Committee  note. — Additional  committee  questions  and  answers 
for  the  record  follow:] 
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HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

QUESTIONS  ON  FY96  BUDGET 
April    6,  1995 


REGOII 

1  Question         The  Department  recently  announced  plans  under  Reinventing  Government  II.  to  U-ansfer  the 

inspection  responsibilitv*  for  the  5 1 ,000  onshore  oil  and  gas  leases  to  the  States.  Would  this  require 
legislation  to  unplement? 

Answer:  Yes,  this  would  require  legislation  to  enact 

2  Question:        Who  would  handle  the  mspection  responsibilities  for  the  4.200  producing  leases  on  Indian  lands? 

Answer:  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  allows  us  to  enter  uito  cooperative 

agreements  with  the  Tribes  to  augment  the  Federal  oil  and  gas  mspector  force  We  currently  have 
five  coofwrative  agreements  funded  and  currently  m  effect  covering  more  than  1 .000  of  the  producing 
leases  on  tnbal  lands.  We  will  continue  to  work  to  develop  additional  agreements.  Tribes  may  also 
conduct  mspections  under  Indian  Self  Detemunation  Act  contracts. 

3.  Question:        Have  a  majority  of  States  mdicated  a  willingness  to  accept  the  mspection  responsibility? 

Answer:  We  are  formmg  a  Joint  Task  Force  with  representatives  of  the  States  and  Tribes  to  work  out  details 

of  an  umbrella  implementation  plan  covermg  this  and  other  facets  of  the  proposal  We  will  also 
consult  with  industry  and  envu-onmental  leaders  at  every  appropnate  phase  of  this  process  and  are 
confident  that  the  Task  Force  will  resolve  any  concerns  related  to  this  issue. 

4.  Question:       Will  the  Federal  government  share  the  costs  of  the  inspection  with  the  States  under  this  proposal? 
Answer:  This  is  one  issue  that  will  be  explored  by  the  Jomt  Task  Force. 

5.  Question:        What  is  the  schedule  for  developing  and  implementing  this  proposal,  what  are  the  savings  projections 

and  when  would  they  occur'' 

Answer:  The  Jomt  Task  Force  was  formed  in  mid-Apnl  and  will  issue  the  umbrella  implementation  plan  by 

October  1,  1995.  The  plan  would  then  be  implemented  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1997.  We 
project  that  the  savings  will  be  S9  million  over  five  years  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

NATIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


6.  Question:       Provide  the  1995  and  1996  funding  by  acuvity  and  subaclivity  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Commmuty  Service  projects. 

Answer:  Two  Amcncorps  projects  mitiated  by  BLM  dunng  1995  are  planned  to  contmue  m  FY  1996.    The 

Rio  Grande  Project,  near  Taos.  NM  is  budgeted  at  $175,000  in  FY  1995.  In  this  project  Americops 
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participants  will  accomplish  work  geared  towards  watershed  restoration  efforts  on  the  upper  Rio 
Grande  ecos>'stem    The  project  is  funded  at  $  1 75.000  in  the  FY  1 996  request 

The  second  Amencorps  project  is  at  Fort  Ord,  CA.  and  is  budgeted  at  $100,000  in  FY  1995    This 
project  consists  of  a  partnership  agreement  with  the  California  Conservation  Corps  (CCC)  and 
Moniere>  Ba\  communities  adjacent  lo  Fort  Ord   This  partnership  is  geared  towards  the  manage- 
ment and  protection  of  approximately  15.000  acres  of  land  to  be  u-ansferred  to  the  BLM  from  the 
Departmenl  of  Defense  durmg  1995  and  1996  This  program  is  expanded  in  FY  1996  request  by 
$225,000 

All  of  the  FY  1995  fimding  came  from  the  Land  Resources  Acti\it>    The  FY  1996  mcrease  is  m  the 
Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Management  subactivity 


RIGHTS-OF-WAY  R.S.  2477 

7.  Question:       Briefly  summarize  the  proposed  R.S.  2477  regulations  and  their  implementation  status. 

Answer:  In  1993,  Congress  directed  the  DOI  to  study  the  history,  impacts,  status,  and  alternatives  to 

R.S.  2477  rights-of-way  and  to  make  sound  recommendations  for  assessing  claims.  BLM  and 
the  DOI  conducted  the  study  and  submitted  the  report  to  Congress  on  May  28,  1993-  On 
August  I.  1994,  the  proposed  rule  for  R.S.  2477  R/W  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 
The  proposed  rule  covers  management  of  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way  on  BLM,  FWS  and  NPS 
lands.  The  BLM  comment  period  of  sixty  days  was  extended  three  times  to  August  1,  1995, 
based  on  comments  from  the  public  and  a  tequest  by  several  state  governors  to  allow  more 
time  for  their  legislatures  to  evaluate  the  proposed  rulemaking.  The  anticipated  number  of 
comments  will  increase  with  the  extensions.  Currently,  we  have  received  more  than  2,500 
comments,  both  pro  and  con.  on  the  proposed  rule  making. 

The  proposed  rule  would  clarify  the  meaning  of  R.S.  2477  and  provide  a  process  for  recogniz- 
ing and  administering  valid  claims.  It  is  intended  to  address  numerous  management  problems 
created  by  uncertainty  in  the  statute,  and  to  simplify  the  situation  for  legitimate  right-of-way 
users.  The  proposed  rule  would  establish  a  procedure  for  adjudicating  the  validity  of  R.S. 
2477  right-of-way  claims,  focusing  on  the  elements  of  the  rights-of-way  contemplated  in  the 
statute:  (I)  construction  (2)  of  a  highway  (3)  over  unreserved  public  lands. 

8.  Question:       How  much  funding  is  included  in  the  1995  and  1996  budgets  for  right-of-way  processing.' 

Answer:  We  estimate  that  BLM  budgets  approximately  $10  million  for  right-of-way  processing.  This 

is  not  tracked  as  a  line  item,  but  is  part  of  the  lands  and  Realty  Management  Subactivity. 

9.  Question:       Have  any  RS  2477  claims  been  processed  in  the  last  two  years.'  What  is  the  pending  workload 

of  these  claims? 


Answer:  No  claims  have  been  processed  in  the  last  two  years,  adhering  to  the  May  28,  1993  Secretary's 

instrucuons  to  the  BLM  to  defer  any  processing  of  R.S.  2477  assertions,  until  final  rules  are 
effective. 
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CHALLENGE  COST  SHARE 

10  Question       In  some  states,  does  the  Challenge  Cost  Share  funding  go  to  projects  that  are  not  the  Bureau's  top 

pnonties  simply  because  the  staff  do  not  have  the  tune  to  develop  projects  or  due  to  the  lack  of  non- 
federal mterest  in  funding  BLM  pnonties' 

Answer:  Challenge  Cost  Share  projects  are  pnontized  by  BLM  based  on  the  need  for  the  project,  the  ratio  of 

Federal  to  non-Federal  funding,  and  the  status  of  the  environmental  plannmg  documents    The 
highest  pnonty  projects  with  the  best  ratio  of  non-Federal  funds  are  usually  selected    On  occasion 
BLM  may  participate  m  a  challenge  cost  share  project  that  is  not  the  top  pnonty  if  the  contributed 
funding  is  sigmficant  or  on  a  very  small  project  where  the  planning  is  completed  and  its  ready  to 
construct 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  plans  to  evaluate  their  challenge  cost  share  program  m  FY  1 995  in 
order  to  be  more  consistent  across  activity/subactivity  lines. 

1 1  Question       Provide  a  breakdown  of  the  1995  and  1996  Challenge  Cost  Share  fimding  by  activity  and  sub- 

activity 

Answer: 


Activitv/Subactivit\' 

1995 

1996 

Land  Resources 

... 

... 

Ripanan 

$750,000 

$750,000 

Cultural 

$700,000 

$500,000 

Wildlife  &  Fishenes 

... 

... 

Wildlife  Management 

$3,000,000 

$3,000,000 

Fisheries  Management 

$  750,000 

$  750,000 

Threatened  And  Endangered  Species 

$1,750,000 

$1,750,000 

Recreation  Management — 

... 

Recreation  Resource  Management 

$300,000 

$600,000 

12    Question  .    Provide  a  breakdown  of  the  1994  Challenge  Cost  Share  funding  and  the  non-federal  match  by 
activity  and  subactivitv? 


Answer: 


Activity/subactivity 

1994  Fund- 
ing 

1994  Match 

Land  Resources 

... 

... 

Cultural 

$840,000 

$2,400,000 

Wildlife  and  Fish 

... 

... 

WdJlife  Management 

$2,500,000 

$7,000,000 
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Fishenes  Managcmcm 

$    615.000 

$2,000,000 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

$2,400,000 

$4,600,000 

Recreation  Management 

Recreation  Resources 
Management 

$  750.000 

4.000.000 

Workforce  And  Organizational  Support 

... 

Administrative  Support 

$  790.000 

0 

Total 

$7,895,000 

$20,000,000 

13.  Question:     How  much  Challenge  Cost  Share  fundmg  was  used  to  support  administrative  overhead  in  FY  1994'' 

Answer:  ApproximateK  $790,000  or  10  percent  of  the  total  available  funds  for  Challenge  Cost  Share  were 

used  to  support  bureau-wide  salary  costs,  contract  administration,  and  procurement 


LAND  RESOURCES 

14  Question:      The  budget  mcludes  a  $6  5  million  increase  to  improve  the  health  of  western  rangelands    Can  you 

descnbe  the  magnitude  of  the  funding  needed  to  fully  address  these  needs,  and  offer  some  perspec- 
tive on  how  much  the  $6  5  million  increase  will  accomplish  over  the  1995  base  program  in  the 
context  of  the  overall  needs ' 

Answer:  In  the  past  BLM  has  addressed  total  needs,  m  part,  on  a  programmatic  basis    We  are  confident  that 

the  current  budget  request  fully  covers  these  needs    The  $6  5  million  mcrease  for  FY  1996  is 
targeted  to  go  to  the  BLM  State  Office  organizations  at  the  field  level  to  assess  current  rangeland 
health    Proposed  accomplishment  mcreases  from  1995  mclude  an  mcrease  of  400  grazmg  allotments 
to  be  momtored  (from  5.800  allotments  in  1995  to  6,200  allotments  in  1996);  an  mcrease  in 
interdisciplinarv  plans  prepared  or  revised  with  a  total  of  240  plans  to  be  completed  dunng  1996  (an 
mcrease  of  20  plans  over  1995);  and  an  increase  of  4.000  acres  in  the  amount  of  BLM  lands  treated 
for  weed  infestations     In  npanan  management  we  plan  to  conduct  6.300  miles  of  assessments  (an 
increase  of  500  miles  over  1995)  and  conduct  applied  riparian  management  to  1,350  miles  of 
npanan  systems  (an  mcrease  of  50  miles)    In  wildlife  habitat  management  6  9  million  acres  will  be 
mventoned  or  momtored  (an  increase  of  400,000  acres  from  1995)  and  16  million  acres  (an  mcrease 
of  100,000  acres)  of  wildlife  habitat  will  be  unproved. 

15  Question:      The  budget  includes  a  $258,000  increase  for  NAFTA  under  soil,  water  and  air  management    What  is 

the  1995  funding  for  this  activity  and  how  is  it  bemg  used' 

Answer:  There  is  no  ftmdmg  identified  in  the  1995  budget  for  NAFTA. 

16  Question       How  much  fimdmg  is  mcluded  m  the  1 995  and  1996  budget  for  noxious  weed  control 
Answer:  $1.2  million  is  mcluded  in  both  1995  and  1996  budgets  for  noxious  weed  control. 

17  Question:      The  budget  mdicates  that  8  rmllion  acres  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  land  is  infested  with 

noxious  weeds,  and  is  mcreasmg  by  14%  annually.  Yet  only  36.000  acres  will  be  treated  m  1996. 


906 


Are  most  of  the  8  million  acres  beyond  the  pomt  of  bemg  controlled,  and  what  is  the  strategy  for 
dealmg  vuth  this  problem  given  that  less  than  1%  of  the  infested  acreage  is  being  treated'' 

Mo,  the  eight  to  rune  million  acres  are  not  beyond  control    Our  strategy  is  to  direct  our  noxious  weed 
control  efforts  at  controlling  new  infestations  since  there  is  better  potential  for  controlling  an 
outbreak  before  it  spreads  into  surrounding  areas    In  areas  that  have  large  infestations,  we  are 
concentratmg  on  reducuig  the  rate  of  spread  and  on  contammg  the  infestation  to  the  existing  area    hi 
addition,  we  are  usmg  biological  control  agents  to  attack  the  large  areas  of  infestation    The  BLM  is 
working  closely  with  States,  counties,  and  pnvate  mterests  in  cooperative  efforts  to  control  infesta- 
tions which  cross  junsdictional  boundanes. 


GRAZING  REGULATIONS 


18  Question:      Bnefly  describe  the  main  components  of  the  proposed  grazing  regulations. 


Answer: 


The  major  provisions  of  the  final  BLM  Grazmg  Admmistrative  regulations  are: 


Resource  Advisory  Councils-  10  to  15  members  with  state  residency  requuements  and 

knowledge  or  expenence  of  the  local  geographic  area 

Standards  and  Guidelines-  Developed  by  State  or  region  for  grazmg  administration 

Water  Rights-  Future  water  nghts  on  public  land  for  grazmg  will  be  acquu'ed  m  the  name  of 

the  Umted  States  following  State  law,  with  existmg  water  nghts  being  unaffected 

Range  Improvement  Ownership-  Title  to  new  permanent  improvements  will  be  in  the  name 

of  the  Umted  States.  Title  to  existing  range  unprovements  will  be  unaffected. 

Conservation  Use-  Enables  permittees  and  lessees  to  use  a  portion  or  all  of  theu'  allotment 

for  conser\ation  use  when  consistent  with  BLMs  land  use  plans 

Appeal  Procedures-  Revised  to  be  consistent  with  other  appeal  procedures  across  the 

Department    Requests  to  stay  grazmg  decisions  will  be  determmed  withm  75  days  of 

decision. 

Unauthonzed  Use-  Non-monetary  settlements  for  unintentional  unauthonzed  use  will  be 

provided  for. 

Subleasmg-  Pasturing  by  a  permittee/lessee  of  another  operator's  livestock  for  a  fee  will  be 

surcharged  35%  of  the  difference  between  the  Federal  grazmg  fee  and  private  grazmg  lease 

rate  for  the  relevant  state   There  will  be  no  surcharge  on  authonzed  subleasmg  of  public 

land  grazmg  pnvileges  associated  with  the  lease  of  base  property 

Prohibited  Acts-    Prohibited  acts  were  expanded  to  mclude  violations  for  protectmg  wildlife, 

archeological  sites,  water  quality,  and  other  natiual  resources  on  public  lands  associated  with 

a  grazmg  authonzation. 

Mandatory  Qualifications-  Requires  applicants  for  livestock  permits  or  leases  to  have  a 

satisfacton,'  performance  record. 

Public  Participation-  Opportunities  for  any  mterested  public  to  participate  in  all  grazmg 

management  decisions  is  provided  for 


19.  Question:      When  will  the  grazmg  regulations  be  unplemented? 


Answer: 


The  BLM  will  implement  the  fmal  BLM  Grazmg  Admmistrative  regulations  when  they  become 
effective  on  August  21,  1995. 


20.  Question:      Provide  a  five  year  table  on  grazmg  fees  and  receipts. 
Answer:  Table  showing  grazmg  fee  and  receipts  by  year;  1 990- 1 995 . 
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^•EAR     _j 

FEE 

RECEIPTS 

1990 

SI  81 

$19,313,666 

1991 

$1  97 

$19,454,038 

1992 

SI  92 

$19,246,863 

1993 

$1  86 

$18,812,737 

1994 

$1  98 

$19,789,652 

1995 

SI  61 

$18,227,000 
*  projected 

2 1 .  Question:      Provide  a  table  which  compares  Federal  grazing  fees  to  State  fees 
.\nswer:  Table  comparing  1995  Federal  grazmg  fees  to  State  grazing  fees 


Stale 

Stale  Grazmg 
Fee  (1995) 

Difference  from 
BLMs  Fee  ($1.61 

AZ 

$153 

($0,08) 

CA 

$1.98 

$0.37 

CO 

$6.42 

$4.81 

ID 

$5.15 

$3.54 

MT 

$4.61 

$3.00 

ND 

$8.40 

$6.79 

NM 

$3.51 

$1  90 

OK 

$10.92* 
(1994) 

$9.31 

OR 

$3.33 

$1.72 

SD 

$7.24 

$5.63 

UT 

$2.50 

$0  89 

WY 

$3.50 

$1.89 

*  Oklahoma  does  not  have  a  1995  fee  (its  in  appraisal) 

22.  Question:      How  many  resource  advisor,-  coimcils  will  be  created,  when  will  the>'  be  established,  and  how  much 
fiinding  is  included  m  the  request  for  the  councils? 


Answer:  The  actual  number  is  unknown  at  this  time  smce  it  is  dependent  on  the  Resource  Advisorv'  Council 

(RAC)  model  that  is  ultmiately  chosen    The  total,  however,  will  be  less  than  the  present  number  of 
Distnct  Grazing  Advisorv'  Boards. 
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23  Question 


State  Directors  are  working  with  the  Go%emors  to  complete  the  nomination  of  the  Resource 
Advisory  Councils  and  the  submissions  of  those  nominations  to  the  Secretary  of  Intenor  for 
appointment    We  plan  to  have  the  appointments  completed  on  August  25.  1995  and  to  complete  the 
iraming  of  the  RACs  by  the  end  of  October 

Costs  associated  with  the  Resource  Ad\  isory  Councils  are  not  expected  to  exceed  $50,000  which  is 
the  approximate  cost  of  our  District  Grazing  Advisory  Boards. 

The  Admimstration  has  dropped  the  grazing  fee  mcreases  from  the  proposed  regulations    Review  the 
increases  proposed  on  March  25.  1994.  and  the  estimates  of  the  additional  revenues  that  were 
projected  from  the  mcreased  fees 


Answer:  TABLE.  Proposed  and  actual  grazmg  fees,  the  revenue  generated  or  estimated  to  be  gener- 

ated from  these  fees,  and  the  additional  revenues  projected  from  increased  fees  for 
die  years  1995  through  1997 


YEAR 
(FEE) 

PROPOSED  FEE 
($000  GENERATED) 

ACTUAL  FEE 
($000  GENERATED) 

ADDITIONAL 
($000  GENERATED) 

1995 

($2.75) 

$2.75 
($27,500) 

$1  61 
($19,790) 

$1  17 
($11,700) 

1996 

($3  50) 

$3.50 
($35,000) 

$161* 
($16,100) 

$1  89 
($18,900) 

1997 

($3,96) 

$3  96 

($39,600) 

$161* 
($16,100) 

$2,35 
($23,500) 

1995  grazmg  fee  used  for  companson  purposes 


SALVAGE  TIMBER  SALES: 


24  Question:      The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recently  completed  an  MOU  with  several  agencies  to  expedite 

salvage  sales    What  impact  will  this  agreement  have  on  the  amount  of  time  it  will  take  to  process 
sales,  and  how  will  this  MOU  change  the  total  salvage  volume  estimates  for  1995  and  1996  that 
were  included  m  the  1 996  budget'' 

Answer:  The  Departments  of  Intenor,  Agnculture,  and  Commerce  last  month  announced  a  comprehensive 

plan  to  accelerate  salvage  timber  sales  under  the  existing  land  management  and  en\  ironmental 
framework    We  will  reduce  the  time  it  takes  to  process  salvage  sales  by  about  30  percent    In 
addition,  this  process  provides  for  consultation  to  occur  simultaneously  with  project  development. 

The  estimate  for  salvage  mcluded  m  both  the  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  Budget  Justifications  was  15  to 
20  MMBF  per  year   The  Secretary  has  directed  the  BLM  to  ofTer  115  MMBF  of  salvage  over  the 
next  twelve  months  under  the  existmg  environmental  and  land  management  framework 

25  Question:      What  is  the  current  estimate  of  salvage  timber  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  land,  mcludmg  O&C, 

and  how  accurate  is  this  estimate? 
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Answer  We  estimate  gross  volumes  of  approximatclv  602  MMBF  on  BLM-managcd  lands    However,  much 

of  this  gross  voiiune  cannot  be  marketed  commerciallv.  because  it  would  be  sold  below  cost  or 
because  of  its  remote  location 

26  Question       Provide  a  ten  year  table  on  total  salvage  volume,  receipts,  expenses 

Answer  This  mformation  is  not  easilv  available  as  salvage  and  green  timber  have  not  been  tracked  separately. 

The  sale  of  salvage  timber  has  always  taken  priority  over  harvesting  of  green  volume   .An  estimate 
will  be  provided  to  the  Committee  at  a  later  date 

27  Question:      The  House  recently  passed  a  two-year  emergency  salvage  provision  as  part  of  the  emergency 

supplemental.  H  R   1158    This  provision  requires  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  offer  115 
million  board  feet  of  sal\  age  sales  in  each  of  the  next  two  years    Can  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment reach  those  targets,  if  not.  what  are  the  estimates  of  total  volume  that  could  be  attamed  under 
this  provision? 

Answer  The  Department  opposes  the  House  salvage  timber  Amendment,  because  it  is  imnecessary.  overturns 

the  existmg  environmental  and  land  management  framework,  and  will  cause  litigation  gndlock    The 
Secretary  has  directed  the  BLM  to  offer  115  MMBF  of  salvage  timber  over  the  next  12  months 
under  the  existmg  env  ironmental  framework 

28  Question       How  many  miles  of  roads  will  be  constructed  to  comply  with  the  emergency  salvage  pro\  isions,  and 

how  many  miles  will  be  m  roadless  areas'' 

Provide  a  table  which  compares,  by  year,  the  salvage  receipts,  expenses,  salvage  fund  balances,  and 
salvage  volume  under  the  current  salvage  program  with  the  estunates  projected  under  the  emergency 
salvage  program  as  passed  the  House 

Answer  BLM  does  not  anticipate  new  road  construction  needs  to  meet  either  the  Secretary's  direction  to  meet 

1 1 5  MMBF  over  the  next  1 2  months  or  the  emergency  salvage  provisions  of  the  House-passed 
Amendment    The  table  below  shows  estimated  salvage  volumes,  receipts,  and  expenses  projected 
Passage  of  the  Amendment  would  not  change  the  salvage  projections  listed    For  planrung  purposes 
we  currently  estimate  the  following: 


Fiscal  Year 

Salvage  Vol- 
ume (MMBF) 

Receipts  ($000)* 

Expenses  ($000) 

FEHR 

($000) 

FY  1995 

77 

7.260 

3,465 

4,716 

FY  1996 

115 

10.900 

5,175 

7,081 

FY  1997 

38 

3,640 

1,710 

2.385 

*  Receipts  are  for  the  federal  portion  of  salvage  tunber  sale  receipts  from  all  BLM                1 
aHminKtprpH  InnH-;  (PD  0/<!C   and  CRWR  landl                                                                             1 

29  Question:      How  ore  receipts  from  salvage  sales  distributed  or  used'' 
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Answer:  The  federal  share  of  salvage  limber  sale  receipts  are  deposited  in  the  Forest  Ecos\stem  Health  and 

Recover  Fund  (FEHR)    This  equates  to  96%  of  the  receipts  from  Public  Land  and  50%  from  the 
O&C  and  25%  from  CBWR  lands 

The  fund  allows  BLM  to  plan  and  prepare  salvage  timber  for  disposal,  for  admmjstration  of  salvage 
trniber  sales,  and  for  subsequent  site  preparation  and  reforestation 

30  Question  How  many  additional  FTEs  will  be  needed  under  the  emergency  salvage  program,  as  passed  by 

the  House,  and  how  many  of  those  will  likely  be  rehired  employees  who  received  the  buy  out' 

Answer;      We  do  not  have  a  hard  estimate  at  this  tune    We  are  currently  reviewmg  our  capability  to  meet  the 

Secretary's  commitment.  Our  strategy  wnil  be  to  establish  and  mobilize  special  teams  to  stales  that  require 
assistance  m  makmg  salvage  available   We  will  consider  contraclmg  alternatives  if  necessary. 

3 1  Question  How  much  of  the  additional  salvage  volume  sale  preparation  for  the  emergency  program  can  be 

contracted'' 

Answer       We  have  not  yet  fully  analyzed  this  issue,  but  we  believe  we  can  mobilize  existmg  staff  to  prepare  the 

salvage  timber  sale  volumes  the  Secretary  has  committed  to  and  would  hope  to  do  the  same  to  prepare  the 
salvage  tunber  sale  volumes  called  for  in  the  House-passed  Amendment    We  will  consider  contracting 
alternatives  if  necessary. 

32.  Question;  Does  the  harvested  voliunes  of  salvage  timber  currently  count  against  a  forests  allowable  sale 

quantity  as  specified  m  the  forest  plan? 

Answer:      Yes.  If  salvage  sold  is  from  land  that  lies  within  the  allowable  cut  base,  then  the  salvage  is  part  of  the 
allowable  sale  quantity    Salvage  sale  volumes  identified  m  the  Forest  Plan  area  are  from  Land  Use 
Allocations  which  contribute  to  the  Probable  Sale  Quantity  calculation  for  the  Forest  Plan  area. 


TIMBER  SALES: 

33.  Question;  Timber  offered  for  sale  on  public  lands  is  projected  to  declme  from  55  MMBF  in  1995  to  45 

MMBF  in  1996    How  much  of  these  volume  targets  are  salvage  sales? 

Answer:  We  have  revised  our  estimates  of  timber  offered  for  sale  on  the  public  lands  since  the  FY  1996  President's 
Budget  was  released,  given  the  Secretary's  direction  to  accelerate  the  salvage  timber  program  as  discussed 
above.  Histoncally.  salvage  has  been  about  45  -  50%  of  the  total  sale  volume  from  Public  Land. 

By  way  of  explanation,  the  decrease  in  sales  in  the  FY  1996  budget  was  tied  to  a  $1  0  million  program 
decrease  m  the  Public  Domaui  Forestry  subactivity.  The  FY  1996  budget  included  a  number  of  difficult 
decisions  and  tradeoffs  which  were  made  to  support  higher  pnonty  programs  such  as  the  Forest  Plan. 
(Funding  for  offering  salvage  tunber  operations  is  partially  funded  through  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Health 
and  Recovery  Fund). 

34.  Question:  The  budget  implies  that  the  18%  reduction  in  timber  sales  offered  on  public  lands  in  1996  and  the 

25%  reduction  in  site  preparation  is  due  to  the  shift  to  ecosystem  management   Can  you  fiuther 
elaborate  on  this  program  change,  and  whether  that  policy  shift  may  be  applied  to  the  O&C  lands 
in  the  fiiture? 
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Answer       BLM's  budget  request  reflects  a  carefulK  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  pnonties. 

determming  tiade-oCTs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions  m  proposing  allocations  to  meet 
the  Administration's  pnonties    One  of  these  decisions  included  a  decrease  in  the  PD  Forcstrv  program 
However,  this  proposed  decrease  did  not  shift  fundmg  to  a  new  line  item  called  "ecosystem  management " 
As  discussed  above,  in  the  months  following  release  of  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget,  the  Secretarv  has 
directed  the  BLM  to  accelerate  the  salvage  timber  program 

We  are  already  using  the  "ecosv  stem  management"  concept  to  manage  the  O&C  lands    Gndlock  over  the 
management  of  public  forest  lands  m  the  Pacific  Northwest  created  an  uncertam  future  for  the  people  of 
the  region    It  was  a  problem  the  Admmistration  inhented.  and  one  that  we  made  a  pnontv  to  solve  with 
the  President's  Forest  Plan    In  the  true  spint  of  remventmg  government,  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  model  of 
inter-agency  cooperation  and  coordmation  with  seven  different  Federal  agencies  workmg  together,  shanng 
information,  and  makmg  jomi  decisions     We  are  also  workmg  closely  in  partnership  with  State  and    local 
government,  hidian  tnbes.  businesses,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals 

35  Question:  What  is  the  budget  for  timber  sales  and  site  preparation  m  1995  and  1996? 

Answer;      Fundmg  for  timber  sales  and  site  preparation  totals  $32  3  million  for  FY  1995  and  $32  million  for  FY 
1996.  as  follows; 

FY  1995  FY  1996 

Public  Domam  Forestry  Mgt  6  8  million  5  9  million 

O&C  Forest  Mgt  20.8  million  19  1  million 

FEHR  4  7  million  7  1  million 

36.  Question:  The  budget  indicates  that  there  is  a  reforestation  backlog  of  10.000  acres,  and  the  number  of  acres 

reforested  will  drop  fi-om  1,500  m  1995  to  700  m  1996    What  is  the  strategy  for  addressing  this 
backlog,  how  much  is  budgeted  for  this  activity  m  1995  and  1996'' 

Answer:  Most  backlog  acres  are  not  the  result  of  past  logging  by  BLM.  They  are  the  result  of  past  natural  events 
or  were  acquired  in  a  non-stocked  condition  BLM  strategy  is  to  give  higher  pnonty  to  newly  deforested 
areas  to  avoid  creatmg  additional  backlog  acres 

The  majority  of  reforestation  is  accomplished  by  means  other  then  appropnated  fiinds,  such  as,  contnbu- 
tions  from  purchasers  or  FEHR  sources    Less  then  2  percent  of  the  appropnated  budget  is  used  for 
reforestation. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Health  and  Recover.-  Fund  is  used  for  reforestation 
work. 


TIMBER  THEFT: 

37.  Question;  According  to  a  LA  Tunes  article  on  tunber  theft,  dated  January  16,  mvestigators  have  been  told 

that  timber  theft  is  a  common  "way  of  doing  busmess,  its  relied  on  m  profit  considerations,  and 
at  times  as  much  as  50%  of  the  timber  cut  and  removed  from  federal  lands  is  stolen."  What  are 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  estimates  of  timber  and  revenues  lost  annually  to  theft'' 

Answer;      Based  upon  available  tunber  trespass  records  and  reported  thefts,  we  estunate  that  at  least  500  MBF, 

valued  at  $500,000.  are  illegally  removed  aimually  from  BLM  lands  m  Oregon  and  Washington   The  high 
values  reflect  that  theft  is  usually  of  high  value  species. 
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38  Oueslion:  What  is  ihe  Bureau  of  Land  Management  doing  to  deter  timber  theft,  and  are  the  eiforts  and 

resources  adequate  to  deal  with  this  problem? 

Answer       The  Bureau's  efforts  include  actions  to  prevent,  detect,  investigate,  and  prosecute  timber  theft  Theft  is 
best  controlled  through  prevention  efforts  which  include  presence  of  personnel  m  the  field,  good  contract 
administration,  examination  of  state  harvest  permits,  networking  with  other  agencies,  prompt  settlement 
and  enforcement  of  laws  and  regulations 

Detection  is  accomplished  in  several  ua\s    In  commercial  areas,  trees  are  marked  below  the  cut  height, 
the  logs  are  marked  at  the  landing,  and  haul-road  permits  are  issued  to  momtor  timber  transportation  and 
thus  provide  the  abilitv  to  detect  unauthonzed  removal    Other  detection  efforts  mclude  penodic  ranger 
and  employee  patrols  in  higher-nsk  areas.  BLM  works  with  other  landowners  and  the  public  to  identify 
where  thefts  have  occurred  or  may  occur   Finally,  incidental  public  or  employee  reports  are  received  when 
mdividuals  are  obsened  removing  timber  and  there  is  a  suspicion  of  illegal  activity 

When  a  theft  has  occurred,  it  is  mvestigated  by  BLM  special  agents    If  there  is  sufficient  evidence.  BLM 
issues  a  citation,  which  has  the  force  of  law  and  requires  compensation  as  provided  m  the  law    If  the 
citation  does  not  resolve  the  issue.  BLM  may  seek  prosecution  through  the  Department  of  Justice. 

Given  the  size  and  remoteness  of  the  public  lands,  it  is  not  possible  to  completely  eliminate  resource  theft. 
However,  within  our  av  ailable  resources  we  are  addressmg  the  most  sigmficant  known  cases  and  through 
our  management  efforts  are  preventmg  the  problem  from  becoming  widespread    The  BLM  has  a  record  of 
rapid  mvestigation  and  settlement  of  unauthonzed  removal  of  forest  products 


WILDLIFE  AND  FISHERIES 

39  Question:  The  budget  proposes  a  $4  million  mcrease  for  recreational  fishenes    Descnbe  how  the  projects 

will  be  selected,  the  interagency  coordination  efforts,  and  how  much  of  this  fundmg  will  be  spent 
on  pnvate  lands  versus  Federal  lands. 

Answer;      The  following  cnlena  were  used  by  BLM  field  offices  when  they  developed  projects  that  will  be 
considered  for  fiinding  under  the  Secretary's  Recreational  Fishing  Initiative 

1 .  Projects  must  directly  benefit  recreational  fishing. 

2.  New  projects  or  portions  of  ongomg  projects  must  be  unfiinded 

3.  Projects  must  demonstrate  cooperation  with  the  other  Interior  agencies  receiving  fundmg  for  the 
Initiative. 

4.  Projects  must  mvolve  other  partners  who  may  provide  fmancial,  m-kind,  or  other  types  of  support  and 
assistance 

5.  Funds  must  be  used  to  put  projects  "on-the-ground"  rather  than  to  do  research 

6.  Projects  should  not  involve  T&E  species  unless  there  are  indirect  benefits  such  as  improvmg  water 
quality,  enhancmg  cover,  or  othenvise  providing  watershed  or  ecosystem  benefits  to  all  aquatic  species. 

7   Projects  should  be  biologically  soimd. 
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S    BLM's  portion  oflhc  coopcratnc  project  should  be  between  $50,000  and  $500,000  based  upon  the 
l>pe  of  acti\  it\  and  potential  for  success 

BLM  Slate  Offices  ha\e  proposed  projects  that  provide  for  inieragenc\  cooperation  and  local  support 
These  projects  will  be  evaluated  b\  a  Team  consisting  of  biologists  and  recreational  specialists  with  input 
from  the  American  Sport  Fishing  Institute  and  the  American  Fishenes  Societ\  and  ranked  according  to 
their  compliance  with  the  criteria  shovvn  abo\ e  to  establish  a  pnontv  order  for  funding 

.Ml  of  the  projects  involve  BLM  lands  where  improvements  to  habitat  and  fishing  access  will  benefit  recr- 
eational fishing    Other  projects  will  enhance  fishers  resources  on  contiguous  state  lands  to  pro\  ide  local 
groups  with  partnership  opportunities  m  developing  recreational  fishmg 

40  Oueslion  The  budget  justification  includes  7  pnonty  projects  for  the  recreational  fishenes  initiative    Have 

the  funding  levels  been  established  for  these  or  other  projects  based  on  the  $4  million  funding 
level  in  the  President's  request' 

Answer       The  7  examples  of  projects  described  in  the  BLM  budget  justifications  are  a  representative  sample  of  the 
37  projects  submitted  bv  State  Offices  for  fundmg  under  the  Recreational  Fishing  Initiative    The  fiindmg 
requests  for  the  7  examples,  which  represented  19  individual  projects,  totaled  $2,863,000    The  balance  of 
the  funds  will  be  applied  to  30  additional  proposals  on  a  pnontv  basis 

41  Question  According  to  the  budget  justification,  the  long-term  evaluation  of  the  recreational  fishenes 

imtiative  will  be  based  upon  improved  physical  habitat  for  recreational  fish  species,  improved 
fish  populations,  increased  fishing  and  public  participation    Does  the  BLM  have  baseline  data  for 
these  measures  at  the  project  level  or  will  it  be  collected  as  part  of  the  mitiative' 

Answer       BLM  offices  will  be  asked  to  provide  baselme  data  on  physical  habitat,  fish  species,  and  the  number  of 
fishmg  and  public  use  days  at  vanous  sites    It  is  anticipated  that  much  of  this  uiformation  is  already 
available    The  emphasis  for  project  submittals  was  that  fiinds  were  to  be  spent  for  on  the  ground 
improvements  rather  than  on  research. 


THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

42  Question:  Provide  mfontiation  on  the  number  of  federally  listed,  as  well  as  special  status  plant  and  animal 

species  on  BLM  lands  by  state.  Also  provide  a  list  of  1994  expenditures  by  species  as  reported 
to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  provide  a  State  breakout  of  T&E  funding. 

Answer       The  following  table  provides  the  number  of  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  and  candidate  plant 
species  for  FY  1993  by  state: 
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THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 


Administrative 
State 

Threatened  or 
endangered 
(T/E)  plants^ 

Candidate 
plant  speciasa 

Estimated 
habitat 

Recovery 
plans') 

Alaska  

Number 

Number 

15 

60 
196 

57 
297 

60 
7 

66 

39 
153 
132 

56 

Acres 

18.502,000 

4.907.000 

368.000 

900.500 

2.000 

42.100 

43.400 

102.883 

3.039,519 

30.132 

446.154 

14.556 

Number 

13 
16 
12 
33 
2 

6 

California 

2 

Colorado  

Eastern  States 

Idaho 

Montana 

8 
2 
3 

Nevada  

2 
15 

2 
21 

9 

Oregon  

Utah  

Wyoming 

1 
8 

Total 

28.398.244 

^Total  number  o(  species  cannot  be  directly  obtained  by  adding  the  various  Slate  totals  because  many  species  occur 
in  more  than  one  State. 

''Recovery  plans  that  have  been  prepared,  approved  and  are  in  the  process  o(  being  implemented  The  total  number 
o(  recovery  plans  cannot  be  obtained  by  adding  Stale  totals  as  a  plan  may  cover  more  than  one  state. 

Note;  Changes  in  number  of  T/E  or  candidate  species  and  estimated  habitat  is  based  on  current  Federal  Register 
Listings  and  lurth^r  veritlcation  of  a  species'  presence  on  public  land. 
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THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

The  following  table  provides  a  list  of  FY  1 994  expenditures  by  species  as  reported  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service 

BLM  EXPENfDITURES  FOR  T&E  -  1994 


INVERTED  COMMON  NAME 

(when  Available) 

Bat.  Lesser  Long-nosed 

Bear,  gruzlv  or  brown 

Peninsular  bighorn  sheep 

Canbou.  woodland  (Selkirk  Mtn  ) 

Deer.  Columbian  while-tailed 

Ferret,  black-fooled 

Fox,  San  Joaqum  kit 

Prauie  dog,  Utah 

Pronghom.  Sonoran 

Rat.  giant  kangaroo 

Rat.  Stephens'  kangaroo 


SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Myotis 

Ursus  aretes  (=U.a.  hombilisi 

Ovis  canadensis  cremnobates 

Rangifer  tarandus  canbou 

Odocoileus  virginianus  leucurus 

Mustela  nignpes 

Vulpes  macrotis  mutica 

Cynomvs  parvidens 

Antilocapra  amencana  sononensis 

Dipodomys  ingens 

Dipodom\s  slephensi(incl  D  cascus) 


STATUS 


TOTAL 


Rat.  Houserock  Vallev  Chisel  Toothed  Kangroo 


Vole,  Hualapai  Mexican 
Wolf,  gray 
Wolf.  Mexican  Gray 
Condor,  Califorrua 
Eagle,  bald 

(48  coterminous  States  pop  ) 
Eider,  Spectacled 
Elder,  Steller's 
Falcon,  American  peregrine 
Falcon,  Artie  peregrine 
Flycatcher,  Southwestern  willow 
Gnatcatcher,  Coastal  Calilbmia 
Goose,  Aleutian  Canada 
Jay,  Flonda  scrub 
Marbled  murrelet 
Owl,  northern  spotted 
Owl,  Mexican  spotted 
Plover,  pippmg 
Plover,  Western  Snowy 
Rail,  Yuma  clapper 
Tern,  least  (interior  US  pop  ) 
Vireo.  least  Bell's 
Lizard,  blunt-nosed  leopard 
Lizard,  Flat-tailed  Homed  (proposed) 
Lizard,  Coachella  Valley  frmge-toed  Uma  inomata 


Micronjs  mexicanus  hualpaiensis 
Cams  lupus 

Gymnos\ps  califomicus 
Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

Somatena  tischen 

Falco  peregnnus  anatum 

Falco  peregnnus  tundnus 

Empidonax  traillii 

Colioptila  califomica  califormca 

Branta  canadensis  leucopareia 

Aphelocoma  coerulescens  coerulescens 

BrachvTamphus  marmoratus  marraoratus 

Stnx  occidentalis  caunna 

Stnx  occidentalis 

Charadnus  melodus 

Charadnus  alexandnnus  nivosis 

Rallus  longirostns  yumanensis 

Sterna  antiUarum 

Vireo  bellii  pusillus 

Gambelia  (Crotaphytus)  silus 


Tortoise,  desert  (Mohave  pop  ) 

Otter,  Southwestern 

Salamander,  desert  slender 

Chub,  bonytail 

Chub,  Borax  Lake 

Chub,  humpback 

Chub,  Mohave  tui 

Chub,  Owens  tui 

Chub.  Virgin  River 

Dace.  Ash  Meadows  Speckled 


Gopherus  (=Scaptochelys.  xerobates)  agassizii 

Lutra  canadensis  senora 

Batrachoseps  andus 

Gila  elegans 

Gila  borazoh 

Gila  cvpha 

Gila  bicolor  mohavensis 

Gila  bicolor  snyden 

Gila  robusta  senunuda 

Rhinichthys  asculus  nevadensis 


T 

$  7.000 

T 

$57,700 

P 

$  2.060.000 

E 

$  2,000 

E 

$75,500 

E 

$231,000 

E 

$20,000 

T 

$5,000 

E 

$8,000 

E 

$28,000 

E 

$42,000 

E 

$  3.000 

E 

$  5.300 

E 

$27,700 

E 

$  2.000 

E 

$  2.500 

E.T 

$293,800 

T 

$  4.000 

T 

$10,000 

ECH 

$248,000 

T 

$35,900 

PE 

$25,300 

T 

$  8,000 

T 

$1,200 

T 

$3,000 

T 

$726,500 

T 

$1,555,300 

T 

$112,200 

E.T 

$27,500 

E 

$30,800 

E 

$16,000 

E 

$33,500 

E 

$  4,000 

E 

$40,000 

E 

$40,000 

TCH 

$45,000 

TCH 

$3,334,000 

P 

$15,000 

E 

$8,000 

E 

$31,000 

ECH 

$51,800 

E 

$17,000 

E 

$8,000 

ECH 

$5,000 

E 

$23,500 

E 

$5,000 
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Dace.  Deien 

Kilhfish.Pahrump 

Minnou,  loach 

Naucond,  Ash  Meadows 

Puplish.  Ash  Meadows  Armagosa 

Pupfish.  desert 

Piiptish.  Owens 

Pupfish.  Warm  Spnngs 

Salmon,  chmook  -  Fall 

Salmon,  chinook  -  Spnng/Summer 

Salmon.  Snake  River  sockeye 

Salmon.  Snake  River  Chinook 

Salmonids,  anadromous 

Spinedance.  Big  Spnngs 

Spmedance.  Virgin 

Spnngl'ish.  Hike  White  River 

Spnngl'ish,  Railroad  Valley 

Spnnglish,  While  River 

Sockeye,  Snake  River 

Squawfish,  Colorado 

Sturgeon,  pallid . 

Sturgeon.  Kootenai  white 

Sucker,  Lost  River 

Sucker.  Razorback 

Sucker,  Short-nose 

Sucker.  Warner 

Topminnow,  Gila  (incl.  Yaqui) 

Trout,  greenback  cutthroat 

Trout,  Lahontan  cutthroat 

Woundfm 

Snail,  Snake  River  physa 

Snail,  Bruneau  hotspnngs 

Beetle.  Amer  burymg=giant  camon 

Beetle,  Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes  Tiger 

Butterfly,  Oregon  silverspot 

Butterfly,  Uncompahgre  tntillary 

Butterflyweed,  Colorado 

Lomatium,  Bradshaw's 

Cycladema.  Jones 

Milkweed,  Welsh's 

Thistle,  Sacramento  Mountains 

Santa  Ana  River  wooly-star 

Diasy,  Maguire 

Beach  Layia 

Blazmgstar,  Ash  Meadows 

Gumplant,  Ash  Meadows 

Howell's  Aquatilis 

Ivesia,  Ash  Meadows 

Jewelflower,  California 

Lilium  Occidentals 

Wooly-threads,  San  Joaquin 

Wire-lettuce,  Malheur 

Eutrema  Penlandi 

Townsendia,  Last  Chance 

Nelson  s  Checker-mallow 

Slender-homed  spuieflower 

Sunrav,  Ash  Meadows 


Rhmichthvs  acros 
Empeinchthys  latos 
Tiaroga  cobitis 

Cyprmodon  nevadensis  mionectes 
Cyprmodon  nevadensis  mionecles 
Cvpnnodon  maculanus 
Cyprmodon  radiosus 
Cypnnodon  ne\  adensis  pectoralis 
Oncorhvnchus  ishawynscha 
Oncorhvnchus  tshawyischa 
Oncorh\Tichus  nerka 
Oncorhynchus  ishawytscha 

Lepidomeda  moUispinis  pratensis 
Lepidomeda 

Cremchthys  baileyi  grandis 
Crenichlhys  ne\adae 
Cremchthys  haileyi  baileyi 
Oncorhynchus  nerka 
Ptychocheilus  lucius 
Scaphirhvnchus  albus 
Acipenser  transmontanis 
Deltistes  lu.\atus 
Xyrauchen  Texanus 
Chasmistes  brevirostns 
Catostomus  wamerensis 
Poeciliopsis  occidentalis 
Oncorhynchus  clarki  stomias 
Oncorhynchus  clarki  henshawi 
Plagopterus  argentissimus 
Physa  naUicma 
Pyrgullopsis  bnineauensis 
Nicrophorus  lur"  licanus 

Speyena  zerene  hippolyta 
Bolana  acrocnema 

Lomatium  bradshawu 
Cycladema  hurmlis  var  jonesii 
Asclepias  welshii 
Cirsium  vmaceaum 
Eriastnim  densifolium  sanctorum 
Erigeron  maguirei  var  maguirei 
Layia  camosa 
Mentzelia  Leucephyiia 
Grmdelia  Fra>ano-portensis 
Howellia  aquqtilis 
Ivesia  Kingii  Var  Erermca 
Caulanthus  califormcus 

Lembertia  congdomi 
Stephanomena  malheurensis 
Penland  Eutrema 
Townsendia  apnea 
Sidalcea  nelsomana 
Dodecahema  leptoceras 


T 

$10,000 

E 

$  7.000 

T 

$  6,000 

E 

$  5,000 

E 

$  5.000 

ECH 

$28,000 

E 

$  5.000 

c 

$  5.000 

T 

$  9,000 

T 

$2,030,000 

E 

$  6,200 

E 

$143,500 

E 

$64,000 

T 

$  3,000 

E 

$  4,000 

E 

$  9,000 

T 

$10,000 

E 

$  3.000 

E 

$  5,400 

E 

$120,000 

E 

$  5,000 

T 

$  2.000 

E 

$  2,700 

E 

$81,000 

E 

$70,100 

TCH 

$81,800 

E 

$19,000 

T 

$10,000 

T 

$1,016,800 

E 

$23,500 

E 

$  6,200 

E 

$  2,300 

E 

$  5,000 

E 

$15,000 

TCH 

$11,000 

E 

$18,000 

TCH 

$  4,000 

E 

$24,400 

T 

$  7,000 

TCH 

$12,000 

T 

-0- 

E 

$  3.000 

E 

$10,000 

E 

$25,000 

T 

$  5,000 

T 

$  5,000 

T 

$11,000 

T 

$  5,000 

E 

$35,000 

E 

$  2,400 

E 

$34,000 

ECH 

$5,100 

E 

$  2,000 

T 

$  2.000 

T 

$  4.500 

E 

$  3.000 

T 

$  5,000 
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Ttxlsen's  Ponn\TO\  ai 

Twinpod.  Pmeonce 

Walltlower.  Menzic  s 

/uni  (Rhizome I  Fleabane 

Ridge-cress  (=pcpper-crcss) 

Ccnluar\.  Spnng  L  vn ing 

Bladdcrptxi  Dudle\  Bluffs 

Bladderptxi  Kodachrome 

Mustard  Lla\  reed 

Muslard,  Bamehv  -reed 

Nilerwon.  Ash  Meadows 

Toad-llax.  cress 

Cactus.  Kuenzler  hedgehog 

Cactus,  spineless  hedgehog 

Cactus.  San  Rafael 

Cacttis.  Knowllon 

Cactus,  Slier  pmcushion 

Cactus,  pincushion 

Cactus.  Winkler  tootcactus 

Cactus,  Unita  Basin  bookless 

Cactus.  Mesa  Verde 

Cactus.  Wnght  t'lshhook 

Milk-velch.  Applegate's 

Milk-vetch,  Ash  Meadows 

Milk-velch,  Lane  Mountam  (proposed) 

Mjlk-vetch,  mancos 

Milk-\etch,  Osterhoui 

Milk-vetch,  Tnple-Ribbed  (proposed) 

Phaceha,  North  Park 

Four-o'clock.  MacFarlane's 

Evening-pnmrose.  San  Benito 

Ladies'-tresses.  Ule 

Bear-poppy,  dwart 

Poppy,  Sacramento  pnckly 

Wild-buckwheat,  clay-lovmg 

Cliff-rose.  Anzona 

Beardtongue,  Penland 


Ervsimum  menziesii 

Bameby  Lepidium  bameb\anum 

Lesquerella  congesta 
Lesquerella  lumulosa 
Schoencrambe  argillacea 
Schoencrambe  bameb\i 

Schoencrambe  sutfruiescens 

Echinocactus  fendlen    \  ar  kuenzlen 

Echinocactus  tnglochidialus  var  mermis 

Pediocactus  despainii 

Pediocactus  Knowltonii 

Pediocactus  silen 

Pediocactus 

Pediocactus  winklen 

Sclerocactus  giaucus=Echinocacius  g  ,  S  ship 

Sclerocactus  mesae-\erdae=Pediocactus  m 

Sclerocactus  wnghtiae=Pediocactus  w 

Astragalus  applegatei 

Astragalus  phoenix 

Astragalus  humillimus 
Astragalus  osterhoutii 

Phaceha  formosula 

Mirabilis  macfarlanei 

Camissonia  vemtensis 

Spu'anthes  diluvialis 

Arctomecon  hunulis 

Argemone  pleiacantha  ssp  Pinnatiseta 

Enogonum  pelinophilum 

Cowania  subintegra 

penstemon  peniandii 

TOTAL 


E 

$  2.000 

E 

$  4.000 

E 

$25,000 

E 

$  5.500 

E 

$  2.000 

E 

$  5.000 

T 

$  4,000 

E 

$  2,000 

T 

$  6.000 

E 

$  2.000 

T 

$  5.000 

E 

$  6.000 

T 

$  8.000 

E 

$  5,000 

E 

$  3.000 

E 

$  6,000 

E 

$  9.000 

E 

$  5.000 

PE 

$  8.000 

T 

$10,000 

T 

$  7.000 

E 

$11,000 

E 

$  4,000 

E 

$  5,000 

E 

$  5.000 

E 

$12,000 

E 

$  7.000 

E 

$  5.000 

E 

$  5,000 

E 

$  8.500 

T 

$15,000 

T 

$28,000 

E 

$24,000 

E 

$  6,600 

ECH 

$  6.000 

E 

$23,000 

E 

$  4,000 

$14,642,200 

918 


THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

The  following  table  shows  funding  allocations  b\  State  for  Threatened  &Endangered  species  funding  for 
FY95: 


State 

Allocation  for  FY95  for  T&E 

Alaska 

$250,000 

Arizona 

$1,598,000 

California 

$2,300,000 

Colorado 

$625,000 

Eastern  States 

$50,000 

Idaho 

$2,750,000 

Montana 

$703,000 

New  Mexico 

$720,000 

Nevada 

$1,250,000 

Oregon 

$2,600,000 

Utah 

$1,300,000 

Wyoming 

$500,000 

43  Question: 


What  efforts  are  being  undertaken  to  prevent  the  additional  listing  of  species'' 


hi  January  1994.  BLM  entered  into  a  MOU  with  four  other  Federal  land  management  and  regulatory 
agencies  that  specifically  addresses  conservation  of  species  that  are  tending  towards  listing  and  work 
together  to  prevent  future  listings.  Also,  BLM's  policy  guidance  requires  that  BLM  act  m  a  manner 
consistent  with  tlie  pnnciples  of  multiple  use,  conservation  of  candidate  species  and  their  habitats 
and  shall  ensure  that  actions  carried  out  do  not  contnbute  to  the  need  to  list  a  species 

Some  examples  of  the  types  of  projects  which  BLM  is  mvohed  with  which  seek  to  prevent  fiiture 
listings  are  as  follows: 

►  In  Idaho  the  BLM  office  is  developmg  Conservation  Agreements  for  thirteen  candidate 
plant  species  the  specific  thurst  of  the  Conservation  Agreements  is  to  prevent  future  listing. 
Also  in  Idaho  similar  agreements  are  being  developed  for  sockeye  and  chmook  sahnon. 

►  In  Wyoming,  the  BLM  has  a  project  which  seeks  to  prevent  the  listing  of  ferruginous  hawks 
by  erectmg  artificial  nestmg  structures  m  areas  where  the  hawks  have  been  negatively 
effected  by  development  (powerlines  and  oil  and  gas  condensation  tanks). 

►  Seventeen  of  thirty-two  bat  species  on  BLM-managed  lands  are  candidate  species.  Among 
the  activities  BLM  is  pursuing  to  prevent  their  listmg  are:  cooperative  efforts  with  Bat 
Conservation  International  (BCI),  protection  of  bat  habitat  m  abandoned  mmes  and  working 
with  industry  to  avoid  bat  niortaility  on  oil  and  gas  stacks. 


44.  Question:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  participated  m  several  recent  inter-agency  efforts  for 

conservation  that  have  been  formalized  with  interagency  Memoranda  of  Understandings. 
Provide  a  summary  of  these  efforts,  such  as  your  1994  efforts  for  listing  prevention.  Native 
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Plant  Consen  anon,  and  endangered  species  management,  and  discuss  how  these  efTorts 
provide  both  enhanced  conditions  on  the  ground  and  reduced  costs 

lnteragenc\'  initiatives  set-up  frameworks  for  on-the-ground  stepped  dov^•n  agency  cooperation  to 
achieve  the  conservation  objectives    Interagencv'  partnerships  facihtate  opportunities  to  join  forces 
and  combine  resources  for  the  consenalion  of  special  status  species  and  their  habitats    B\  cooperat- 
ing together,  agencies  are  able  to  leverage  limited  funding  and  accomplish  more  on-the-ground 
conservation.  The  following  provides  specific  information  on  recent  MOUs. 

Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  MOU,  May  1995 

The  purpose  of  the  Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  MOU  is  to  establish  and  descnbe  a  Federal 
Native  Plant  Conservation  Committee.  The  Committee  identifies  pnontv  conservation  needs  for 
nativ  e  plants  and  theu-  habitats  and  coordinates  implementation  of  programs  for  addressmg  those 
needs  In  many  cases  m  Native  Plant  Conserv  ation.  mventorv  data  is  friendly,  meanmg  that  often 
additional  mvcstigalion  turns  up  more  populations  of  a  given  rare  plant  This  good  news  m  turn 
prevents  the  wasteful  situation  m  which  a  species  is  listed  and  then  additional  populations  are  found. 

•  The  Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  Committee  has  completed  a  draft  national  strategy  for 
assistmg  grassroot  and  regional  conservation  actions. 

•  Recently  completed  genetic  studies  provided  the  knowledge  to  reclassifv  two  species  of  daisy  into 
a  single  species   As  a  result,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  downlisted  the  species  fi'om  endangered 
to  threatened 

•  By  completmg  an  mventorv  of  1 3.000  acres  for  rare  plants  m  northern  Utah.  BLM  discovered  new 
populations  of  a  candidate  Astragulus  species   As  a  result  of  this  discovery,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  no  longer  sees  the  need  to  list  the  plant 

•  In  California.  BLM  is  workmg  widi  The  Nature  Conservancy  to  eradicate  invasive  non-native 
plants  m  the  Samoa  and  Mamla  Dunes  area  m  Humboldt  County  and  to  restore  habitat  of  the 
cntcalK  impenled  Menzies  wallflower  and  beach  layia. 

Multi-agency  MOU  on  Conservation  of  Species  At  Risk,  January  1995 

This  agreement  between  five  Federal  Agencies  was  developed  to  promote  and  facilitate  proactive 
efforts  to  conserve  sensitive.  Candidate,  and  Proposed  species,  and  keep  them  fiom  being  listed 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act    Benefits  mclude  avoiding  the  expense  and  loss  of  management 
flexibilitv  diat  the  listmg  of  a  species  entails. 

•  BLM.  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  local  land  owners  and  communities, 
has  been  heavily  involved  m  a  pilot  efforts  m  Idaho  to  develop  Conservation  Agreements  for 
sensitive  and  candidate  species.  Habitat  Conservation  Agreements  are  m  preparation  for 
Idaho  ground  squirrels,  harelqmn  ducks.  Coeur  D'Alene  salamanders.  Dunes  Tiger  Beetles, 
two  species  of  plants,  and  two  species  offish    Techmcal  teams  are  forming  to  work  on  two 
fish,  1 1  plants,  five  mammals,  six  birds  and  one  amphibian. 

•  In  cooperation  with  Bat  Conservation  International,  BLM  has  helped  fiind  and  develop  the 
BATS  AND  MINES  PROJECT  and  the  MASTERS  OF  THE  NIGHT  SKY  mteragency  bat 
conservation  mitiative  to  inform  the  public  and  conserve  bats  and  their  habitat  before  more 
species  become  listed   Nmeteen  of  thirtv'  Uvo  bat  species  on  BLM  are  Candidate  Species, 
while  only  two  are  listed  as  endangered.  On  the  ground  accomplishments  include  surveys  of 
hundreds  of  nunes,  participation  in  bat  research,  gatmg  rmnes  to  conserve  bats  and  protect 
human  safety,  and  MOUs  with  State  agencies 

Pacific  Salmon  Conservation  MOU,  October  1994 

Pacific  Salmon  Conservation  Memorandum  of  Agreement:  This  agreement.  lead  by  the  White  House 
Office  of  Envu'onmental  Policy,  establishes  a  framework  for  facilitatmg  development  and  implemen- 
tation of  a  coordinated  conservation  strategy  and  restoration  plan  for  Pacific  salmon   The  agreement 
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is  designed  to  ensure  that  Federal  agencies  work  together  in  a  coordinated  manner  that  ma\irmzes  die 
use  of  Federal  expertise  and  resources  and  ehminates  duplication  and  inefficiencies 

The  BLM  has  miplemented  several  management  actions  designed  pnmanK  to  restore  salmon  habitat 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region    The  majont>'  of  these  projects  were  done  under  the  auspices  of 
implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan  or  the  Salmon  Summit  mitiative 

•  A  total  of  55  streams  and  over  250  miles  of  habitat  have  been  mventoned 

•  100  water  quality  and  habitat  monitoruig  sites  have  been  established  along  with  100  photo  plots 
that  record  vegetation  response  to  upland  management 

•  Over  100  livestock  grazmg  management  plans  have  been  reviewed  and  revised  to  reflect 
consenation  objectives  for  npanan  and  upland  vegetation  to  improve  o\ erall  watershed  health 

•  Over  40  miles  of  stream  habitat  ha\e  been  rehabilitated  with  vegetation  plantmg,  fencmg  and 
improved  management  of  associated  uplands. 

•  A  total  of  5,000  acres  of  watershed  have  been  rehabilitated  by  vegetation  management  or 
treatment 

•  BLM  is  an  active  participant  on  over  50  model  watershed  projects    These  projects  involve  a  large 
number  of  other  agencies  and  orgamzations.  including  tnbal  cooperators.  The  model  watershed 
projects  stnve  to  develop  long-term  coordmated  management  strategies  for  entire  watershed  imits 

Multi-agency  MOU  on  Endangered  Species  Act  Implementation,  September  1994 

This  agreement  between  14  Federal  Agencies  was  designed  to  promote  more  effective  and  coordi- 
nated agency  efforts  to  conserve  species  listed  or  proposed  for  listmg  under  ESA.  the  ecosystems 
upon  which  these  species  depend,  and  to  the  extent  practicable,  protect  candidate  and  sensitive 
species. 

The  cooperators  agreed  to  assist  in  the  development  of  recovery  plans  and  Conservation  Agreements, 
to  develop  and/or  participate  m  national  and  regional  interagency  working  groups  to  identify  threats 
and  overcome  barriers  to  conservation  of  listed  species,  and  implement  programs  to  recover  and 
momtor  status  of  listed  species,  prepare  and  dissemmate  information  to  the  public,  etc. 

•  The  Bureau  has  participated  in  a  variety  of  working  groups  to  improve  cooperation, 
effectiveness  and  efficiency.  An  example  is  participation  on  the  group  which  produced  the 
"Section  7  Procedural  Handbook"    With  all  cooperators  using  the  same  procedures,  we 
become  more  efficient  and  have  fewer  problems  m  mteragency  coordination  and  commumca- 
tion. 

•  BLM  has  been  active  in  developmg  pilot  Conservation  Agreements,  particularly  for 
sensitive  and  Candidate  Species. 

45.  Question:  By  far  the  most  numerous  of  your  federally  listed  or  sensitive  species  are  plants    Explaui 

what  efforts  are  underway  to  provide  conservation  of  these  species  and  their  habitats  and 
what  efforts  provide  for  an  orderly  use  of  the  range  and  forest  resources  such  as  forage, 
timber,  minerals,  and  recreational  opportumties. 

Answer:      During  FY94,  eight  federal  agencies  and  over  40  non-government  orgamzations,  such  as  Garden 
Club  of  America,  the  Nature  Conservancy,  and  Center  for  Plant  Conservation,  jomed  forces  to 
develop  a  national  strategy  for  plant  conservation.  Accomplishments  include;  MOU  signed  m  May 
1994,  a  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  partnership  provided  $250,000  challenge  grant  to  the 
native  plant  mitiative,  mteragency  workmg  groups  to  defme  common  priorities  and  share  resources, 
and  a  coordmated  four  federal  agency  outreach  program,  "Celebrating  Wildflowers"    BLM  manages 
activities  under  a  multiple  use  mandate  and  special  plant  resources  are  considered  prior  to  authoriz- 
ing other  uses.  Available  information  and  inventones  are  used  during  environmental  analysis 
preparation  to  identify  and  protect  special  plant  resources  and  habitat. 
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46  Question  How  much  of  the  endangered  and  threatened  species  management  funding  supports  rccov- 

cr>'.  how  much  supports  biological  anaK  ses  to  clear  commodit>  projects  such  as  timber, 
grazing,  mining  and  how  much  suppons  habitat  management  that  manages  species  before 
they  arc  listed' 

.\nswer       VVc  estimate  that  approximately  50%  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  funding  supports 

reco\er\  related  acti\ities.  that  20%  supports  prelisting  activities  and  that  30%  is  attnbutable  to 
interagency  coordination,  support  and  overhead    Funds  in  support  of  biological  analyses  in  relation 
to  commodity  projects  such  as  timber,  grazing  and  mining  come  from  the  benefitting  acti\  ity .  not 
from  T&E  fundmg 

47  Question:  What  level  of  1995  fundmg  is  needed  to  complete  the  recovery  program  tasks  assigned  to 

the  BLM  in  existing  recovery  plans,  and  how  does  this  compare  to  available  fimding' 

.\nswer       The  BLM  estimates  that  approximately  S9  milhon  in  the  T&E  activity  in  the  MLR  appropnations 
and  $10  million  m  the  O&C  appropnation  support  recovery  eflTorts,  including  recovery  plans    This 
fundmg  is  sufficient  to  implement  the  highest  pnonty  needs. 

Recovery  plans  are  prepared  in  conjunction  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service    BLM  sometimes 
supplements  recovery  plans  with  specific  management  plans  when  necessary  to  accomplish  recovery 
efforts    In  addition.  BLM  actively  participates  m  mteragency  conservation  agreements,  strategies 
and  vvorkmg  groups  to  enhance  the  recovery  of  listed  species  or  species  tendmg  towards  listmg. 
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RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 


48    QuesUon: 


Provide  the  1996  funding  for  the  Cahfomia  Desert  Protection  Act  by  activity  compared  to 
full  implementation  funding 


Answer       The  table  below  represents  the  proposed  funding  le\el  which  will  address  the  highest  pnontv  needs 
BLM  could  accelerate  implementation,  for  example,  cadastral  survey  work  could  be  accelerated; 
however  this  is  deemed  a  lower  pnonty  than  other  items  included  in  the  President "s  Budget 


Activity 

Functional  Task 

Requested  Funding 
FY  1996 

1150 

Ecosystem  management  plan  support 

600,000 

1200 

Wilderness  monitonng 

500,000 

1200 

Wilderness  Mgt  -  compi  w/  43  CFR  8560 

200,000 

1200 

Wilderness  Boundary  signmg  and  bamers 

300.000 

1200 

Map  prep  And  printing 

150.000 

1200 

Outreach 

100.000 

1200 

Records  management  and  Training 

200,000 

1400 

Wilderness  boundary  cadastral  survey 

1.500.000 

1500 

Fire  management 

750.000 

1600 

Law  Enforcement  -  surveillance 

200.000 

1800 

BLM  support  &  coordmalion 

500,000 

Sub-Total  for  Additional  FY  1996 

5,000.000 

FY  1995  expenditures  earned  forward 

5.500.000 

Total  FY  1996  Funding 

10^00,000 
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49    Question 


How  much  base  funding  was  redirected  for  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  implenienta- 
iion.  and  from  which  activities  was  it  transferred' 


.■\nswer       The  table  below  represents  the  base  funding,  by  activity,  that  has  been  directed  towards  the 
California  Desert  Protection  Act.  in  FY  1995 


Acijvirv 

Redirected 

1150-  T&E  Species 

300.000 

1200  -  Recreation  Mgt. 

2,711.000 

1400 -Realty /Cadastral 

695.000 

1500  -  Fire  Protection 

200.000 

1600  -  Resource  Prot  &  M- 
aint. 

1.394.000 

1990 -Mining  Law 

200.000 

ToUl 

5.500.000 

In  FY  1995,  BLM  made  $600,000  available  to  the  National  Park  Service  (MPS)  through  an 
Interagency  Agreement,  specifically  to  manage  the  BLM  administered  lands  that  were  transferred  to 
the  NPS  under  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act.  This  funding  came  fi-om  the  Recreation 
Management  ($500,000)  and  Resource  Protection  and  Maintenance  ($100,000)  Activities. 

50. Question  The  budget  indicates  that  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  fimding  is  jointly  shared  by 

the  Park  Service  and  that  the  budgets  are  luiked.  Provide  a  table  by  activity  which  displays 
the  funding  for  both  BLM  and  NPS,  and  explain  any  fiindmg  relationships  that  the  Commit- 
tee should  be  aware  of  if  increases  or  decreases  are  made  to  the  budget  request,  so  that  the 
NPS  budget  can  be  adjusted  accordmgly. 

Answer:      All  of  the  funding  strategy  provided  in  question  48  and  49  has  been  coordinated  with  the  NPS    The 
table  below  shows  the  BLM  and  the  NPS's  budget  request  for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996. 


Funding  Level 

1995  Enacted 

1996  Re- 
quested 

Change 

BLM-  Recreation/Wilderness  Act 

0 

S.000,000 

+5,000,000 

NPS 

— 

— 

— 

Death  VaUcy  NP 

4,774,000 

5,150,000 

+376.000 

Joshua  Tree  NP 

2,939,000 

3,184.000 

+245,000 

Mohave  Npres 

312,000 

1,758.000 

+  1.446.000 

Land  Acqiusition  (surveys) 

0 

300,000 

+300 

General  Management  Plan 

0 

500,000 

+500 

NPSToUd 

8.025.000 

10.892.000 

+2367.000 

^^^^^^^H 

^^ma^^^^M 
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BLMs  implementation  fiuidmg  totals  $5  million  for  1996  out  of  the  Recreation  Management 
activitvAVildemess  subactivit\    The  fiuiding  will  be  used  to  suney  4.000  miles  of  wilderness 
boundarv';  prepare  wilderness  maps  for  69  new  areas;  conduct  law  enforcement  patrols  and  surveil- 
lance; maintain  10.000  boundarv  signs;  management  and  plannmg  actions,  and  interagenc\ 
coordination 

NPS  operational  funding  increases  at  Mohave  will  provide  for  the  transfer  of  functions  between 
BLM  and  the  NPS,  visitor  scrv  ices,  buildmg  mamtenance  and  development  of  interpretative 
programs    In  addition,  it  will  provide  additional  funding  for  management  of  approximate  4.500 
mining  clauns  located  in  the  preserve    Fundmg  mcreases  at  Joshua  Tree  and  Death  Vallev'  will 
expand  mterpretation.  visitor  protection  and  resource  management  NPS  land  acquisition  fundmg  of 
$300,000  will  fiind  pre-acquisition  work  such  as  mappmg  and  general  management  planning  fundmg 
of  $500,000  will  fund  jomt  planmng  of  the  park  umts  in  the  area. 


5 1  Question: 


The  budget  proposes  bill  language  to  retain  all  fees  collected  at  recreational  sites    Will  these 
fees  be  retained  entu'eK  at  the  site  on  which  thev  were  collected' 


.'\nswer       Bureau  policy  is  to  return  the  fees  to  the  state  where  they  were  collected    Fees  are  returned  on  an 
annual  basis  with  states  havmg  the  flexibility  to  pool  theu^  fees  to  accomplish  a  greater  level  of 
maintenance  per  site    This  is  cost  effective  and  enables  the  BLM  to  obtain  a  higher  level  of  long 
term  mamtenance  and  focus  on  one  or  more  project  area(s)    BLM  tries  to  ensure  that  each  site 
receives  funding  over  a  three  to  five  year  penod  consistent  with  the  fees  it  received    It  is  also  BLM's 
policy  to  use  these  fees  as  much  as  possible  for  site  mamtenance  so  that  the  public  can  see  the 
benefits  of  the  use  of  theu-  fees 

52.  Question;  What  are  the  total  fee  receipts  and  the  cost  of  collection  for  1994.  and  the  1995  and  1996 

estimates? 

Answer:      The  table  below  lists  the  approximate  amount  of  fees  collected  at  BLM  admmistered  fee  sites,  the 
cost  of  collecting  the  fees  and  the  approximate  percentage  of  fee  admmistration 


Fiscal  Year 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Collected  Fees 

$3,000,000 

$3,500,000 

$4,000,000 

Cost  of  Collections 

$900,000 

$875,000 

$800,000 

%  of  Administrative  cost 

30% 

25% 

20% 

53  Question: 


What  is  the  legislative  citation  of  the  recreational  fee  authority,  and  what  is  the  current 
requirement  for  distnbution  of  fees? 


The  legislative  citation  is  Section  4  The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965.  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  460l-6a)).  As  amended  recreation  fee  collections  will  be  used  to  emphasize 
recreation  mamtenance,  visitor  services,  and  improve  customer  satisfaction,  at  all  recreation 
facilities. 


54.  Question: 


Of  the  64  million  annual  visitors  on  BLM  lands,  how  many  pa\-  a  user  fee,  and  what  are  the 
average  fees  charged'' 
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Answer       Appro\imatel\  2  million  or  3  percent  of  the  rccreationists  on  public  lands  pay  a  user  fee  that 
averages  $3  per  visitor  or  $10  77  per  sue 

55    Question  The  budget  indicates  that  the  number  of  recreation  sites  at  which  fees  are  charged  will 

increase  from  160  to  260    How  manv  total  recreation  sites  are  there,  what  sites  are  able  to 
charge  a  fee.  and  how  was  the  number  of  fee  sites  able  to  be  increased  by  100  in  one  vear' 

Answer        BLM  maintains  approximately  785  developed  and  365  semi-developed  recreation  sites    .At  the 
beginnmg  of  FY  1995  BLM  managed  approximately  160  recreation  fee  sites    This  number  is 
anticipated  to  mcrease  by  approximatelv  100  site  dunng  FY  1995  because  of  the  change  in  the 
cntena  for  what  sen  ices  arc  required  at  a  recreation  site  in  order  to  charge  a  fee    The  old  policy 
required  all  of  the  following  services  to  be  available  tent  or  trailer  spaces,  picnic  tables,  drinking 
water,  access  road,  refuse  containers,  toilet  facilities,  personnel  to  collect  fees,  de\  ices  containing 
fires    The  current  policv  is  that  ordy  5  of  the  services  need  to  be  available 


56   Question: 


What  is  the  capacity  to  increase  revenues  from  recreation  fees,  either  through  increased  fees 
or  additional  collection  sites  in  the  near  future? 


Answer       BLM  anticipates  mcreasing  the  number  of  recreation  fee  sites  in  1995  by  approximatelv  60%    BLM 
is  also  evaluatmg  opportunities  to  increase  the  number  of  fee  sites  and  the  fee  rates  based  on  the 
available  services  at  each  site    BLMs  mtent  is  to  maximize  the  appropnate  collection  of  recreation 
fees 


REALTY  AND  OWNERSHIP  MANAGEMENT 

57  Question  Provide  a  five  year  table  land  exchanges,  includmg  the  number  of  exchanges,  and  the 

number  of  Forest  Service  acres  and  value  exchanged  for  non-Forest  Service  acres,  and  the 
total  administrative  costs  and  staCfing  levels  to  accomplish  the  exchanges. 

Answer: 


FY  1990 

FY  1991 

FY  1992 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

#  Exchanges 

71 

47 

65 

70 

62 

Acres  Acquired 

187.801 

76,502 

111,631 

105,127 

134,931 

Acres  Conveyed 

77.960 

61.113 

192.328 

111,351 

75,328 

Value  ($  niiJUon) 

44 

15 

34 

40 

62 

Admin.  Cost  * 

300.000 

300.000 

580,000 

600,000 

1,320.000 

Staffing  WM's  * 

100 

94 

130 

140 

150 

•Assumes  no  protest  appeal,  no  significant  environmental  issues,  no  hazardous  matenals.  etc  These  costs  are  direct  cost  only.  There 
arc  indirect  costs  that  are  involved  such  as  management  oversight  and  leave  surcharge  which  are  not  included. 


926 


58  Question: 
Answer: 


Provide  a  table  of  land  exchange  activity  b\  state  for  1994  and  1995. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Land  Exchanges  for  FY  94 


STATE 

TYPE 

NUMBER 

ACRES  AC- 
QUIRED 

ACRES 
CONVEYED 

VALUE  (- 
GOO'S) 

AZ 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

2 

10.799 

9.175 

1.462.850 

CA 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

21 

34.908 

18.584 

2.438.072 

CO 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

7 

6.764 

8.273 

4.496.200 

ES 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ID 

STATE 

1 

492 

2.542 

5,600.000 

PRIVATE 

g 

3.543 

3,580 

7,923,500 

NfT 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

2 

790 

471 

13,250 

NV 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

3 

14,712 

2.961 

500,000 

IVM 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

5 

14,843 

2,940 

1.378.800 

OR 

STATE 

1 

240 

240 

163,000 

PRIVATE 

3 

18.915 

15,603 

35,631,490 

UT 

STATE 

1 

736 

280 

50,370 

PRIVATE 

6 

26,783 

7,859 

1,620,254 

WY 

STATE 

1 

1,280 

1,286 

111,542 

PRIVATE 

1 

126 

1,534 

108,760 

TOTAL 

STATE 

4 

2,748 

4,348 

5,924,912 

PRIVATE 

58 

132,183 

70,980 

55,573,132 

GRAND  TO- 
TAL 

62 

134.931 

75,328 

61,498,044 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Land  Exchanges  for  FY  95 


STATE 

TYPE 

NUMBER 

ACRES  AC- 
QUIRED 

ACRES 
CONVEYED 

VALUE  (- 
OOO'S) 

AZ 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

1 

1.085 

240 

240,000 

CA 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

23 

36.034 

45.000 

25,000,000 

CO 

STATE 

2 

2.300 

2.300 

46,000 

PRIVATE 

II 

17.791 

12.054 

2,410.200,800 

ES 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ID 

STATE 

1 

40 

40 

58.000 

PRIVATE 

4 

151 

143 

58,000 

MT 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRTVATE 

5 

4.823 

10,006 

589,524 

NV 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

5 

13,000 

725 

12,942,900 

NM 

STATE 

1 

1,657 

0 

4.000,000 

PRIVATE 

6 

3.745 

38,440 

8,773,544 

OR 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

15 

31,700 

26,800 

10,916,500 

UT 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

2 

1,585 

753 

318,500 

WY 

STATE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PRIVATE 

1 

3,423 

2,599 

165,179 

TOTAL 

STATE 

4 

3,997 

2,340 

4,050,850 

PRIVATE 

73 

101,637 

136,760 

61,414,947 

GRAND  TO- 
TAL 

77 

105,634 

139,100 

65,465,797 
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RESOURCE  PROTECTION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

59   Question:  The  budget  mdicates  that  the  current  mamtenance  backlog  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands 

IS  $294  milhon    Is  there  a  breakdown  of  this  backlog  into  categones  or  pnont\  groupings,  such 
as  health  and  safety' 

Answer:         Yes  The  Bureau  manages  and  tracks  its  maintenance  program  through  the  use  of  an  automated  system 
called  Facilities  Mamtenance  Management  System  (FIMMS)    FIMMS  data  can  be  displayed  by 
categones  such  as  buildings,  recreation  facilities,  and  transportation,  as  well  as  by  subdivisions  withm 
each  of  these  categones     For  the  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources  Appropnations  BLM's  mamte- 
nance backlog  IS  :  Buildmgs  -  $47  million.  Adm.  Sites  -  $12  million.  Rec  Sites  -  $55  million.  Roads  - 
$173  million.  Trails  -  $4  million,  and  Bndges  -  $3  million 

Three  new  fields  have  just  been  added  to  the  FIMMS  system:  Pnonty,  Hazards,  and  Health  and  Safety. 
The  Pnonty  categones  has  been  added  as  a  management  tool.  The  Health  and  Safety  category  notes  if 
BLM  IS  in  violation  of  any  legal  standards,  building  codes,  or  other  mandated  requirements    The  Hazards 
category  addresses  the  presence  of  hazardous  substances  or  matenals    These  new  fields  have  not  been 
completely  filled  in  the  system  and  therefore  the  data  is  not  yet  available 

60.  Question:  At  what  rate  is  the  mamtenance  backlog  increasing  or  decreasing  on  an  aimual  basis? 

Answer:        The  Bureau's  estimates  that  our  mamtenance  backlog  has  grown  at  a  rate  between  10  and  20  percent  a 
year  over  the  past  few  years.  A  precise  estimate  is  difficult  because  our  s\  stem  is  relatively  new  and  the 
amount  of  information  about  each  facility  has  increased  dramatically. 

6 1  Question:  Does  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  a  plan  for  significantly  reducing  the  backlog  through 

means  other  than  mcreased  fimdmg  for  construction  and  mamtenance.  such  as  closmg  facilities, 
establishing  additional  partnerships,  or  increasmg  fees'' 

Answer:         Historically,  much  of  the  road  mamtenance  work  on  public  lands  has  been  contributed  by  timber 

harvestmg,  energy  and  mineral  activities,  and  livestock  grazmg.  As  these  users  expenence  decreasing 
activities  and  increasmg  costs  on  public  lands  the  ability  to  contnbutions  these  services  has  reduced.  This 
combmed  with  mcreased  demands  for  recreation  opportumties  has  changed  the  fimdmg  streams  for 
mamtenance  and  has  mcreased  the  publics  demand  to  unprove  roads  and  facilities 

The  BLM  does  not  have  a  formal  plan  for  reducmg  the  mamtenance  backlog  other  then  by  unprovmg  the 
pnontization  of  facihties  on  a  state-wide  basis.  BLM  has  no  plans  at  this  tune  to  close  any  facilities  due 
to  lack  of  maintenance    Currently,  the  BLM  is  workmg  closely  with  other  Federal ,  state  and  local 
agencies,  and  non-government  organizations,  through  partnerships,  to  mcrease  our  collective  opportumties 
to  unprove  health  of  the  land,  the  condition  of  the  facilities  and  the  cost  effectiveness  of  our  fimding. 


WORKFORCE  AND  ORGANIZATION  SUPPORT 

62.  Question:  How  much  fiinding  under  workforce  and  organization  support  is  related  to  ALMRS  in 

1995  and  1996,  and  how  are  these  funds  used? 

Answer:      The  Information  Systems  Operations  program  funding  of  $14,900,000  in  FY  1995  and 

$16,254,000  in  FY  1996  is  related  to  ALMRS  in  that  it  supports  both  the  existing  platforms, 
systems  and  applications,  telecommunications,  data,  and  the  Modernization  platform.  A 
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ponion  of  this  funding  is  directly  used  for  .\LMRS  but  not  all  of  it  FY  1996  is  a  transition 
year  involving  dual  operation  of  existing  and  modernization  platform    BLM's  current  equip- 
ment configuration  consists  of  a  Honeywell  DPS-8000  mainframe  system  at  the  Office  of 
IRM/Modemization  located  in  Denver    Most  administrative  and  natural  resource  IRA1  systems 
are  run  on  this  equipment    Each  BLM  State  Office  is  equipped  with  a  Honeywell  DPS-6+ 
minicomputer  for  general  IRM  work  and  with  Prime  minicomputers  used  to  suppon  spatial 
data  display  applications    As  the  information  highway  is  installed,  in  1995  and  1996,  all  of  the 
DPS-6+  minicomputers  will  be  decommissioned  with  the  last  of  the  DPS-6s  and  the  DPS-8000 
mainframe  being  released  in  1 997 

Approximately  two  dozen  applications  are  currently  operating  on  the  Honeywell  equipment 
that  provide  managers  with  information  for  making  sound  resource  management  and  adminis- 
trative decisions    These  applications  will  be  rehosted  on  the  ALMRS/Modemization  hardware 
and  operating  environment    This  will  be  completed  in  1996 

Under  the  current  LRM  configuration,  the  Information  System  Operation  program  funds  the 
following; 


operation,  maintenance,  and  management  of  IRM  equipment  and  software, 
support  of  centralized.  Department -wide  administrative  systems,  such  as  the  interface 
to  FFS, 

operation,  maintenance  and  management  of  central  site  configurations  and  State  Office 
minicomputers, 

technical  assistance  to  system  users 

Project  development  and  Management/ Automation,  Information  Resource  Manage- 
ment, and  Modertuzation 

Database  Administration  and  Data  Administration. 
Advanced  technology  support. 


MINING  LAW  ADMINISTRATION 


63.  Question:  The  Administration  has  requested  the  extension  of  the  mining  patent  moratoria.  Explain  why  the 

moratona  is  the  necessary  in  1996,  and  the  unpact  of  lifting  the  moratoria  Include  data  on  the 
number  of  mining  patents  applications  pending  and  the  approximate  value  of  the  patents. 

Answer:         If  Congress  does  not  pass  a  reform  bill  by  September  30,  1995,  a  continuation  of  the  moratorium  on  new 
filings  will  be  needed  to  prevent  an  influx  of  applicants  who  will  attempt  to  avoid  any  potential  royalty 
liabilit>'  Applicants  on  file  with  us  pnor  to  October  1,  1994  should,  as  a  matter  of  equity,  be  allowed  to 
continue  to  have  their  applications  processed  so  a  final  decision  can  be  reached  on  their  applications. 

Applications  pending  and  status  are  as  follows  (as  of  3/31/95); 

On  hold  due  to  moratonum  •■je-.^ii,-  ■. 233 

Grandfathered  under  moratonum   384 

Cases  Closed  (including  4  patent  applications  issued) ^.. .  > .. . ..,.  >,r  .>...,-..... .   13 

Total  cases  pending ...:..........  617 

BLM  does  not  have  any  records  of  the  approximate  value  of  the  lands  and  minerals  embraced  by  pending 
patent  applications. 
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64.  Question:  Currently,  there  is  a  backlog  of  388  pending  patent  applications  which  arc  not  affected  by  the 

moratoria.  How  many  applications  are  processed  annually  in  1995,  in  1996  under  the  budget 
request,  and  how  long  will  it  take  to  process  all  pending  applications  at  the  current  funding  and 
staffing  level? 

Answer:         The  number  of  "grandfathered"  applications  has  changed  from  388  to  384  since  four  patents,  covering  21 
lode  claims,  were  issued  recently.  Of  the  384  remaining,  82  are  in  Headquarters  for  review  of  patent  or 
fyst  half  of  the  fmal  certificate,  294  are  assigned  to  field  examination,  and  eight  are  being  readied  for 
assignment  to  the  field  examiners.  The  question  of  length  of  time  of  processing  requires  a  detailed 
description  of  the  process  and  current  staffmg  levels.  The  below  analysis  does  not  take  into  account  the 
eflfect  of  the  current  moratonum.  The  amount  of  time  required  to  process  a  mineral  patent  application  is 
divided  mto  two  phases  of  adjudication  and  a  nuneral  exammation  to  verify  discovery  of  a  valuable 
mineral  deposit  for  a  lode  or  placer  claim  and  proper  use  or  occupation  of  the  null  site.  This  process  is 
labor  mtensive  and  time  consuming.  However,  if  applications  are  incomplete  (which  is  frequent),  the  total 
time  to  process  applications  lengthens  while  BLM  waits  for  additional  information. 

The  majority  of  the  "backlog"  could  be  reduced  in  6  years  (assuming  two  exams  per  year  «  54  examiners 
=  108  exams  completed)  As  a  practical  matter,  since  the  distribution  of  the  examiners  is  not  in  proportion 
to  the  location  of  the  caseload,  a  more  realistic  estimate  would  be  for  a  12-18  year  time  frame  to  complete 
all  pending  mmeral  examuiations  with  the  existmg  workforce  Any  new  applications  received  would  be 
added  to  the  end  of  this  process 

65  Question  How  is  the  $6  million  uicrease  for  minmg  law  adnunistration  being  used,  and  what  additional 

workload  is  bemg  accomplished  over  the  comparable  1 994  base? 

Answer:         The  $6  million  mcrease  provided  by  Congress  in  1995  is  being  used  primarily  to  enhance  our  on-the- 
ground  inspection  and  enforcement  efforts  by  about  30  percent  (from  9,300  to  12,300  inspections). 
Portions  of  these  funds  are  also  being  used  to  deal  with  mining  claim  occupancy  and  trespass  problems 
and  processmg  of  plans  of  operations  and  notices  in  our  surface  management  program. 

66.  Question:  How  is  the  $6  million  mcrease  for  mining  law  administration  be  used  in  1996,  and  what 

additional  workload  will  be  accomplished  over  the  1 995  base? 

Answer:         In  1996,  $500,000  would  be  devoted  to  mineral  examinations  and  training  of  new  examiners,  which  takes 
12-18  months  per  examiner  (to  be  certified,  3  courses  are  required  at  the  National  Training  Center,  plus 
one  examination  under  the  supervision  of  a  certified  examiner).  The  remainder  would  be  used  in  the 
Surface  Management  Program.  We  have  a  large  backlog  of  plans  and  notices  to  close.  These  require  field 
uispections  to  ensure  that  fmal  reclamation  and  site  closure  meets  all  applicable  BLM  and  State 
requirements  before  the  file  can  be  closed,  and  the  bonding  released  for  the  reclamation  and  closure. 


AUTOMATED  LAND  AND  MINERAL  RECORDS  SYSTEM 

67  Question.  What  has  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  done  to  correct  the  problems  identified  in  the  1994 

review  by  Treasury's  Center  for  Applied  Financial  Management  and  the  1995  review  by  the 
Department  of  the  Intenor's  Policy,  Management  and  Budget  Office? 

Answer:        As  part  of  our  proactive  management  approach  to  ensure  the  successfiil  completion  of  the  ALMRS- 

/Modemization  effort,  the  BLM  requested  the  Treasury  review  in  FY  1994.   To  address  and  respond  to 
the  findings  and  recommendations,  BLM  assigned  each  finding  to  the  appropriate  section  within  the 
project.  Subsequently,  the  responsible  sections  reviewed,  analyzed,  and  responded  to  each  finding 
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detailing  concurrence  or  non-concurrence,  corrective  actions  taken  and,  in  some  cases,  supporting 
information.   All  findings  were  addressed,  and  when  concurrence  was  reached,  corrective  action  was 
inunediately  implemented  and  incorporated  into  the  project.  Quarterly  Review  meetings  have  been  used 
since  1991  to  accomplish  corrective  actions 

68  Question  ALMRS  is  a  large  and  complex  system  project  with  ambitious  milestones.  Technical  problems 

and  schedule  slippages  could  easily  result  in  additional  costs  and  delayed  implementation  What  is 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  doing  to  manage  risks  associated  with  this  project? 

Answer :        The  BLM  has  worked  with  0MB  and  DOI  since  the  acquisition  stage  of  the  Modernization  Contract  to 
manage  risks  associated  with  development  of  ALMRS.  Detailed  negotiations  with  DOI  and  with  the 
prune  contractor.  Computer  Sciences  Corporation  (CSC)  of  Rockville  Maryland,  were  undertaken  early  in 
the  development  effort  to  limit  the  scope  of  the  effort.  This  scope  was  divided  into  three  distinct  and 
quantified  builds/components.  The  milestones  referred  to  were  used  as  parameters  to  gauge  the  potential 
for  successful  completion  of  the  software  development  effort.  Those  milestones  were  factored  against  the 
minimal  technical  requirements  which  meet  mission  cntical  fiinctionality  to  finaUze  the  development  plan. 
The  completion  dates  for  the  three  build  activities  are:  Build  1  -  April  5,  1995;  Build  2  -  August  4,  1995; 
and  Build  3  -  December  7,  1995.  The  project  is  currently  on  schedule  and  within  cost.  Build  I 
development  has  progressed  mto  the  testing  phase  thus  meeting  that  critical  milestone.  All  of  these  tasks 
are  incorporated  into  the  integrated  project  plan;  a  joint  plan  with  CSC. 

BLM  is  managing  the  daily  activities  of  the  Contractor  and  the  involved  Government  employees  through 
use  of  several  formal  risk  management  methodologies.  BLM  and  CSC  Software  Development  Managers 
and  technical  leads  meet  on  a  weekly  basis  within  a  formally  structured  Project  Management  Board.  That 
entity  operates  according  to  mutually  developed  formalized  procedures  which  govern  progress  reportmg 
metrics,  issue  tracking  and  reporting,  and  risk  management.  Written  minutes  are  kept  of  each  session 
which  are  formally  exchanged  between  CSC  and  BLM.  An  automated  issue  tracking  and  reporting  data 
base  application  is  used  to  document  all  findings  and  determinations.  That  data  base  contains  over  700 
separate  submissions  which  have  been  resolved  during  Build  1 .  Weekly  metrics  for  progress  accomplish- 
ment are  produced  by  the  Contractor  and  deUvered  to  BLM  at  each  PMB  meetmg.  Internal  metrics  used 
by  BLM  to  monitor  progress  arc  produced  by  close  of  business  on  Tuesdays  of  each  work  week. 

Since  early  in  the  Project,  DOI  has  assigned  a  senior  sta£f  member  to  continually  monitor  the  management 
and  progress  of  the  ALMRS  Project.  DOI  ofDcials  are  briefed  on  a  quarteriy  basis  and/or  on  an  as 
mutually  agreed  to  basis.  These  efforts  represent  what  the  Bureau  is  doing  to  manage  the  nsks  associated 
with  this  complex  and  extensive  undertaking. 
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(>9  Question  Provide  a  table  which  shous  ALMRS  appropnations  and  obligations  since  1989 

Answer  The  following  table  shows  ALMRS  appropriations  and  obligations  since  1989 


FISCAL  YEAR 

BUDGET  AUTHOR- 
ITY*-- 

OBLIGATIONS 

1989 

22.969.000 

17.152.837 

1990 

22.614.000 

23.361.652 

1991 

19.895.000 

24.541.037 

1992 

23.205,000 

20.672.634 

1993 

33.211.000 

33.500.694 

1994 

69.418.000 

63.706.488' 

1995 

69.181.000 

41.495.512" 

Tntals 

^60  493  000 

7?.4  4?n8S4 

*  BLM  made  a  conscious  decision  in  late  FY  1994  to  delay  the  initial  infrastnicture  purchase  for  Colorado 

of  $4  million  until  early  FY  1995.  Contract  pnces  for  hardware  reduced  m  FY  1995  and  thus  BLM  saved 
the  government  $400,000 

**  Obligations  as  of  March  31.1 995  as  reflected  in  FFS. 

***        The  ALMRS  appropnation  is  a  no  year  fund   The  amount  reflected  here  is  the  amount  allocated  to  BLM 

70  Question:      What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  ALMRS  project,  mcluding  the  next  phase  which  is  planned 
after  the  current  contract  is  completed? 

Answer:  The  total  cost  (amount  obligated)  of  the  ALMRS  project  from  1989  through  March  31.  1995  is 

$224.43 1,000,  as  shown  m  response  to  question  73  above.    The  BLM  is  working  with  the 
Department  on  fiindmg  decisions  for  the  next  phase    No  decisions  have  been  made  on  when—or 
if—any  fiiture  phases  of  the  ALMRS  project  will  be  implemented 


EMERGENCY  FIREFIGHTING  FUND 

7 1   Question:      TTie  budget  proposes  new  bill  language  to  allow  funds  to  be  used  for  presuppression  due  to 
emergencies  or  economic  efDciency.  Explam  the  most  efQcient  level  mechanism  and  the 
projected  relevant  data  used  to  determme  the  most  efiQcient  level,  and  the  projected  amount  of 
emergency  fluids  which  will  be  used  for  presuppression  to  attain  the  most  efficient  level? 

Answer:  Most  Efficient  Level  (MEL),  represents  the  organizational  structure,  staffing,  and  funding  level 

required  to  provide  the  most  cost  effective  fire  program  that  will  meet  the  established  fire 
suppression  standards  and  land  management  objectives.  The  MEL  process  recognizes  the  inter- 
relationships between  mvestments  m  preparedness  (equipment,  personnel,  aircraft,  fuels 
management,  etc.)  and  the  cost  of  suppressmg  actual  wildfires   The  MEL-based  budget  request 
will  fund  the  DOI  fire  program  at  a  level  that  will  allow  the  bureaus  to  establish  a  level  of 


?33 


preparedness  and  fire  use  that  niinimi/.cs  total  program  cost    Total  program  cost  Is  defined  as  the 
cost  of  preparedness  (presuppression).  fire  use  and  managemenl.  suppression,  and  net  dollar 
value  change  of  burned  acreage    MEL  analyses  are  based  on  historical  fire  occurrence,  fuels 
management  workload,  values  at  nsk  from  wildfire,  and  natural  resource  management  goals  for 
each  umt 

Final  decisions  on  the  amounts  expected  to  be  utilized  to  increase  economic  efTiciencv'  have  not 
yet  be  made   We  anticipate  imposing  an  administrative  cap  of  no  more  than  88%  of  MEL  in 
order  to  insure  prudent  and  controlled  utilization  of  the  newly  available  funds    We  understand 
that  the  Forest  Sen  ice  plans  to  fund  their  MEL  at  88%  as  well    The  following  table  shows  the 
current  MEL.  the  FY  1996  Budget  request,  the  88%  MEL  level  for  FY  1996  and  the  difference 
between  the  FY  1996  budget  request  and  the  88%  MEL  fundmg  level  Note  MEL  figures  are 
basedon  existing  fire  plans  for  all  agencies.  These  plans  are  currently  being  revised  and  updated 
which  will  result  in  a  new  MEL 


Bureau 


TOTAL 


Most  EfTicient 
Level 


1996  Budget  Re 
quest 


155,870 


114.763 


8%  MEL  for 
FY  1996 


137.166 


Difference  between 
Request  «fe  88% 


BLM 

83.984 

62.952 

73.906 

10.954 

FWS 

18.223 

13.333 

16.036 

2.703 

NFS 

22.270 

14.274 

19.598 

5.324 

BL\ 

31.220 

24.03 1 

27,474 

3,443 

0/S 

173 

173 

152 

22.423 


72  Question       In  February  1995  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Admmistration  (OSHA)  cited  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Service  for  unsafe  conditions  that  led  to  the  tragic  deaths  of 
14  firefighters  in  the  South  Canyon  fire  on  July  6.  1994    What  were  the  reasons  for  the  citations, 
and  what  corrective  actions  will  be  taken  before  the  1995  fu-e  season  begins' 

Answer:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Serv  ice  received  two  identical  Notices  of  Unsafe 

or  Unhealthful  Working  Conditions  citmg  the  agencies  for  not  fumishmg  employees  employment 
which  was  free  from  recognized  hazards  that  were  causmg  or  likely  to  cause  death  or  senous 
physical  harm    The  first  notice  focused  on  die  lack  of  enforcement  of  specific  safety  provisions 
on  the  South  Canyon  fire   The  second  notice  focused  on  the  failure  of  the  agencies  to  provide 
sufficient  management  oversight   In  the  cover  letter  to  the  Director  and  the  Chief  OSHA  Officer 
stated  "We  believe  that  the  investigation  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Forest  Service  was  professional  and  thorough.  We  commend  the  subsequent  hiteragency 
Management  Review  Team  (IMRT)  for  its  report  and  Corrective  Action  Plan.  The  work  of  the 
two  groups  is  consistent  with  our  conclusions  '" 

Both  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managemenmt  and  the  Forest  Service,  along  with  the  other  diree  federal 
wildland  fu-e  agencies,  have  undertaken  aggressive  efforts  to  address  the  conditions  cited  by 
OSHA,  begirming  with  the  IMRT.  More  specifically,  by  May  8,  1995  we  intend  to  have  a 
comprehensive  corrective  action  plan  distnbuted  to  all  our  Field  Offices    This  plan  will  consoli- 
date recommendations  from  the  IMRT,  the  BLM-Colorado  Fire  and  Aviation  Review,  the  BLM- 
wide  Fu-e  and  Aviation  Review  and  other  internal  efforts  to  improve  the  safety  and  effectiveness 
of  our  fire  operations    This  plan  will  cover  actions  rangmg  from  individual  fu-efighter  safety 
procedures  to  requirements  for  top-level  managers  to  be  more  mvolved  m.  and  accountable  for. 
fire  operation's  decision  making  and  oversight 
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73.  Question:      According  to  GAO.  some  Forest  Service  employees  have  said  that  the  unlimited  funding  of  fire 

suppression  has  lead  to  higher  costs  due  to  the  acquisition  of  nonessential  equipment  and 
supplies   What  controls  are  m  place  to  ensure  that  only  essential  fu'efightmg  related  items  are 
acquired  with  flrefightmg  fiinds? 

Answer:  The  DOI  has  very  specific  internal  guidance  in  place  to  insure  that  only  essential  firefighting 

related  items  are  acquired  with  firefightuig  fiinds.  A  1992  audit  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior's  Inspector  General  validated  the  adequacy  of  these  controls.  Startmg  m  FY  1996.  we 
plan  to  begin  our  own  cyclic  audits  of  expenditures  m  order  to  insure  continuing  requirements. 

74.  Question:      According  to  GAO.  fire  suppression  costs  on  a  large  fire  can  run  up  to  $2  million  per  day,  with 

large  helicopters  costmg  $  100,000  per  day,  and  fixed-wing  air  tankers  $40,000  per  day.  What 
has  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  done  to  measure  the  benefits  and  cost-effectiveness  of  such 
equipment  m  fighting  fires'' 

Answer:  The  enormously  high  cost  of  large  wildfu'e  operations  is  of  great  concern  to  the  federal  wildland 

fire  agencies.  Some  costs  can  be  attnbuted  to  relatively  new,  high-cost  resources,  particularly 
large  helicopters    It  appears  that  some  of  these  costs  may  be  out  of  proportion  to  the  benefits 
achieved,  mcluding  the  resource  values  being  protected.  The  Intenor  bureaus  are  begmning 
discussion  with  the  Forest  Service  on  how  to  conduct  ongoing  economic  analyses  of  large 
fu'efightmg  expenditures 

75.  Question:      What  is  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  doing  to  reduce  wildfire  suppression  costs? 


Answer:  DOfs  eflFort  to  reduce  fu^e  suppression  costs  are  as  follows: 

•  Contmue  mteragency  cooperation  and  the  use  of  the  closest  forces  concept.  Bypoolmg 
resources  with  other  Federal,  state  and  local  fu-e  orgamzations,  DOI  works  smarter  and  ensure  all 
local  resources,  regardless  of  ownership,  are  utilized  in  the  most  efificient  and  efifective  manner 

•  Strengthen  DOl's  uiitial  attack  responses;  by  more  aggressively  attacking  new  fu-es  will  reduce 
the  number  of  large,  high  cost,  high  hazard  fires  The  ability  to  do  this  successfiilly  lies,  to  a  large 
degree  to  the  authonty  to  use  efficiency  funds  as  discussed  in  question  76. 

•  Increasmg  the  use  of  fu'e  to  help  achieve  healthier  ecosystems  will  also  provide  hazard 
reduction  and  help  stem  large,  expensive  fires  m  the  long  run. 

•  Costs  associated  with  protection  in  the  wildland/urban  mterface  are  high  due  to  mcreased  nsks 
of  human  caused  fires  and  diversion  of  resources  to  prevent  the  spread  of  wildfire  to  pnvate 
property.  The  Federal  Wildland  Fire  Policy  and  Program  Review  is  currently  mvestigating  the 
federal  role  m  the  wildland/urban  interface  and  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Secretanes  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Intenor  concermng  this  issue.  Also  mcreasmg  prevention  planmng  and 
presuppression  activities  m  high  human  caused  risk  areas  should  help  reduce  fires. 
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76  Question       Provide  a  table  which  shows  firefighting  costs  since  1985  and  appropnations.  transfers,  and 
supplementals  which  finance  those  expenditures ' 

Answer  The  Department  estimates  firefighting  costs  since  1985  (estimated  through  the  end  of  FY  1995) 

will  be  approximaiely  $2  2  billion 


1985-1995  Firefighting  Costs  ($000) 

Year 

Tranfers 

Appropriations 

Fire  Protec- 
tion 

Emergency 
DOIF- 
irefighting 
Fund 

Total 

1985 

88.932 

36,829 

126.761 

1986 

19,931 

128,700 

148.631 

1987 

20,953 

116,032 

136.985 

1988 

22,840 

194.362 

217.202 

1989 

50.000 

149.000 

199.000 

1990 

265.442 

265.442 

1991 

172.878 

172.878 

1992 

115.492 

99,598 

215.090 

1993 

118.296 

112.674 

230,970 

1994 

117.143 

116.674 

233.817 

1995 

114.748 

120.945 

235,693 

TOTAL 

2,181.469 

CENTRAL  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  FUND 

77.  Question:      Provide  a  breakdown  of  1994  project  fiinding  and  accomplishments;  and  1995  project  funding, 
obligations,  and  planned  accomplishments 


Answer: 


This  information  was  still  bemg  compiled  at  the  Ume  the  heanng  record  went  to  print    It  will  be 
provided  as  soon  as  possible  to  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  under  separate  cover 


78.  Question:      The  budget  mdicates  that  of  the  $13,435,000  available  m  1995,  only  $5,058,000  will  be 
obligated  in  1 995    What  is  the  reason  for  the  low  obligation  rate? 


Answer:  The  $5,058,000  figure  included  m  the  budget  justification  was  an  extremely  conservative 

estimate   Because  the  CHF  was  new,  the  Department  anticipated  there  would  be  "learmng  curve" 
delays  m  the  first  year  of  operation  for  all  the  agencies  mvolved.  However,  this  has  really  not 
been  our  expenence  thus  far   The  Department  now  anticipates  that  the  entire  FY  1995  appropria- 
tion of  $13,435,000  will  be  obligated  in  FY  1995. 
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79    Question       Provide  a  remediation  schedule  and  cost  estimate  for  each  project  included  m  the  1996  request. 

Answer  This  information  was  still  being  compiled  at  the  tune  the  hearing  record  went  to  print.  It  will  be 

provided  as  soon  as  possible  to  the  Appropnations  Subcommittee  under  separate  cover. 


80  Question 
Answer: 


Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

What  are  the  annual  authonzations  which  were  recently  authonzed  for  PILT 

PL  103-97.  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  Act,  dated  October  22,  1994.  amends  USC  6901-6907, 
and  authorizes  higher  PILT  payments  to  state  and  local  governments  over  the  next  five  years. 
Congress  completed  action  on  the  PILT  bill  after  the  FY95  appropnations  process  was  com- 
pleted. 

The  President's  FY96  budget  includes  a  $10  million  mcrease  for  PILT 

Payments-in-Lleu-Taxes  Payments 

(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


Year 

Authonzed  Level 

Budget  Request 

1995 

132,268 

103,909 

1996 

162,906 

113,911 

1997 

193,383 

1998 

224,514 

1999 

255,491 

2000 

255,491 

81.  Question:      If  available,  provide  information  by  State  on  whether  PILT  payments  exceed  or  lag  the  tax 
revenues  from  comparable,  adjoining  non-Federal  lands. 

Answer:  PILT  payments  are  determined  according  to  a  formula  that  includes  population,  the  amoimt  of 

federal  land  withm  a  county  and  offsets  for  certam  federal  payments  to  the  countv-.  such  as 
grazing  and  oil  and  gas  fees.  BLM  has  not  conducted  a  comprehensive  survey  of  data  comparing 
property  taxes  and  PILT  payments.  However,  a  companson  of  FY9 1  data  m  some  states  revealed 
that  there  was  no  consistent  difiference  between  local  property  taxes  and  PILT  payments    A  more 
comprehensive  survey  would  be  required  to  determine  a  fiill  response  to  this  question. 


OREGON  AND  CALIFORNIA  GRANT  LANDS 
PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 

82.  Question:      What  percentage  of  the  Forest  Plan  funding  requirements  are  mcluded  m  the  1 996  request? 
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Answer:  The  FY  1  ')96  request  provides  for  one  hundred  percent  of  Forest  Plan  implementation  needs. 

Any  additional  funding  above  that  level  would  be  used  to  accelerate  the  rate  of  unplementation  of 
the  plan 

83  Question       Provide  a  table  which  displays  full  funding  of  the  Forest  Plan  and  the  amount  budgeted  for  1995 
and  1996 


Answer 


BLM  Forest  Plan  Fundmg  Histors  Table  ($000) 


95  Presidents 
Budget 

95  Enacted  Uvel 

96  Presidents 
Budget 

Planning  &  monitonng 

7.000 

6.750 

7.000 

Watershed  analysis 

10,760 

8,900 

10.760 

hiterageney  coordmation 

1.000 

500 

1.000 

Adaptive  management  areas 

2,000 

1,960 

2,000 

CIS 

2,900 

2,200 

2,900 

Workforce  transition 

500 

500 

500 

Ecological  Timber  program 

6,000 

Option  9  Subtotal 

24,160 

20,810 

30,160 

Jobs  m  the  Woods 

17,000 

11,977 

23,000 

Forest  Plan  Total 

41,160 

32,787 

53,160 

BLM's  budget  request  reflects  a  carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  diCficult  decisions  in  proposing  allocations  to  meet 
the  Admimstration's  pnonties.  mcluding  the  Forest  Plan.  BLM  has  requested  $53.2  million  for  FY  1996, 
and  mcrease  of  $20  4  million  from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  We  are  confident  that  this  funding  is 
sufficient  to  meet  our  highest  pnonty  needs.  Any  fiinding  above  that  level  would  be  used  to  accelerate 
implementation  of  the  plan 

Given  current  funding  restraints,  the  Department  worked  with  the  Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic 
Development  to  identify  a  realistic  increment  of  additional  optimal  funding  to  accelerate  unplementation. 
We  have  identified  $6.6  million  for  an  optimal  funding  level  for  BLM  with  the  following  priorities: 
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$3  3  million  Ecological  Timber  Program 

$  I  I  million  GIS  Database 

$  I  2  million  Adaptive  Management  Areas 

$  I  0  million  Pre-commercial  Thinning 

84  Question       Provide  the  basis  for  the  mdividual  funding  levels  requested  for  the  President "s  Forest  Plan,  such 

as  interagency  memorandum  of  understanding  agreements  reqiunng  specific  funding  le\els  or 
other  commitments  which  are  dnving  the  $20.4  million  increase  for  this  effort 

Answer  There  are  two  major  components  of  the  Forest  Plan:  economic  adjustment  and  Option  9 

implementation 

Members  of  the  Cabinet  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  improve  interagency 
cooperation  in  order  to  enhance  the  delivery,  tracking,  and  esaluation  of  econormc  adjustment 
assistance  to  workers,  families,  businesses,  and  commumties  affected  by  the  President's  Forest 
Plan.  Under  this  MOU.  the  Secretary  of  the  Intenor  agreed  to  request  appropriations  and/or 
reprogrammmgs  of  $30  0  million  each  year  for  FY  1994  to  FY  1998    Funds  would  be  used  to 
support  watershed  restoration  and  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern 
California   To  meet  this  commitment,  the  BLM  requested  $23  0  million  for  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
for  FY  1996.  which  accounts  for  $11  0  million  of  the  BLM  mcrease   (The  FWS  also  requested 
$4  0  million  while  the  BIA  requested  $3  0  million) 

Option  9  implementation  is  an  Adrmnistration  pnonty   Fundmg  le\els  in  the  President's  Budget 
mciude  mcreases  to  meet  pnonty  needs  such  as  the  Ecological  Timber  Program.  Watershed 
Analysis,  and  GIS  systems. 

85  Question       How  many  acres  of  watershed  analysis  must  be  completed  imder  the  Forest  Plan,  and  what  is  the 

annual  acreage  scheduled  for  completion  by  year,  beginnmg  m  1994'^ 

Answer  BLM  plans  to  complete  a  total  of  about  2  5  million  acres  of  watershed  analysis   The 

acreage  cuirently  scheduled  for  completion  each  year  follows: 


FY 

Acres 

FY  1994 

506,700  completed 

FY  1995 

655.700  planned 

FY  1996 

650,000  planned 

FY  1997 

638,000  planned 
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86  Question       What  are  the  estimates  for  the  ma\imum  number  or  displaced  timber  workers  in  the  areas  covered 
b>  the  Presidents  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  in  what  year  did  the  dislocation  peak,  and  how  many 
have  been  reabsorbed  into  the  workforce' 

Answer:  Data  is  not  available  to  answer  this  question  completely    We  know  that  employinent  in 

the  lumber  and  wood  products,  and  paper  industries  was  on  a  downward  trend  prior  to 
1992  in  the  owl  regions  m  western  Oregon  and  northern  California  (BLM  areas)  and  that 
the  highest  rates  of  timber  worker  displacements  occurred  pnor  to  1992 


Yearts) 

Average  Annual  Employnient 

1970-74 

93.400 

1985-89 

85,700 

1990 

87.000 

1992 

74.100 

Projected  first  decade  of 
Plan 

70.400 

Since  the  President  s  Forest  Plan  was  announced  we  know  that  employment  in  the  lumber  and 
wood  products  industry  (that  is  loggmg,  sawmills,  veneer,  and  other  nonpulp  and  paper  indus- 
tnes)  has  been  relatively  steady   The  data  companng  February  1994  to  February  1995  is: 


Februarv 
199X 

Average  Annual  Employ-      1 
ment                                    1 

1994 

58.110                                 1 

1995 

58.800                                 1 

Data  does  not  permit  a  clear  understandmg  of  the  "reabsorption"  of  displaced  timber  workers  into  local, 
state,  regional  or  national  economies.  Unemployment  rates  in  Oregon  as  a  whole,  the  most  heavily 
affected  State  under  the  President's  Forest  Plan,  have  fallen  dramatically  from  an  8%  level  at  the 
beginmng  of  1993  to  a  5  1%  level  at  the  beginning  of  1995.  Outside  the  Portland  metropolitan  area,  but 
still  within  the  rest  of  the  BLM/owl  areas  m  western  Oregon  and  northern  California,  unemployment  rates 
fell  from  8  38%  m  Februarv  of  1994  to  5.9%  in  Febniarv  of  1995 


87.  Question:      How  does  the  unemployment  data  for  1994  and   1995  for  the  areas  targeted  by  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
compare  to  the  national  a\  erage? 

Answer:  The  following  data  were  compiled  form  county-level  information  for  western  Oregon 

(excluding  the  three-county  Portland  metropolitan  area)  and  northern  California  withm 
the  Forest  Plan  area.  The  data  mask  the  variation  in  unemployment  rates  between 
counties  and  within  coimties;  sometimes  smaller,  rural  counties  have  unemployment  rates 
twice  the  computed  regional  average,  and  rural  communities  can  also  have  much  higher 
unemployment  rates. 
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FY 

Unemployment  in  FP  coun- 
ties 

US  Unemploy- 
ment 

FY  1994 

10  76% 

7  1  % 

FY  1995 

8  38  % 

5.9% 

88  Question 


Assummg  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  (JIW)  program  is  a  temporary  employment  program,  when  will 
It  be  terminated? 


Answer:  The  Jobs  m  the  Woods  program  is  one  aspect  of  the  Admmistration's  economic  adjust- 

ment mitiative  Other  components  include  grants,  small  busmess  loans,  and  Job  Trammg 
Partnership  Act  programs,  for  mstance  The  major  purpose  for  JIW  investments  is  to 
rehabilitate  impaired  watersheds  and  restore  the  sustamability  of  forested  lands  while  at 
the  same  time  piovidmg  opporttmities  for  unemployed  forest  workers  in  the  short  term 
As  timber  flows  back  into  the  pipelme  and  other  economic  assistance  programs  take  root, 
people  will  not  have  to  rely  on  it 

Under  the  Memorandum  of  Understandmg  for  Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Intenor  agreed  to  request  appropnation  and/or  reprogramming  of  thirty 
million  dollars  each  year  for  FY  1994  -  FY  1998 

89.  Question:      For  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  in  1 995  and  1 996,  provide  data  on  the  number  of  jobs  which 
will  be  created,  the  average  pay  per  job  on  a  hourly  basis,  the  average  duration  of  employment, 
and  the  average  total  cost  per  job  on  an  annualized  basis 

Answer  The  Jobs  m  the  Woods  program  was  prunanly  established  to  assist  displaced  workers  m 

the  short  term   As  timber  flows  back  into  the  pipeline  and  other  economic  assistance 
programs  take  root,  people  will  not  have  to  rely  on  it. 

The  Admmistration  has  implemented  an  innovative  Ecosystem  Workforce  Pilot  Program  in  Sweet 
Home.  Oregon,  as  a  way  to  change  the  available  delivery  system  for  the  program    This  pilot  was 
able  to  "cut  and  paste"  federal,  state,  and  private  resources  mto  a  demonstration  project  that  put 
ten  dislocated  forest  industry  workers  to  work  while  paymg  family  wages  and  providing  traimng 
opportunities.  The  pilot  was  based  on  the  premise  that  mdividual  watershed  projects  are  grouped 
to  provide  long-term  jobs  for  mdividual  crews.  The  workers  in  die  project  were  hired  and 
employed  by  the  Oregon  Department  of  Forestry  to  complete  project  work  on  both  BLM  and 
U.S.  Forest  Service  lands. 


Measurmg  actual  jobs  associated  with  this  program  is  difficult  as  the  program  actually  ofiTers 
employment  on  specific  projects  for  one  or  two  days  to  six  months  m  duration    We  estimate  the 
average  employment  opportumty  averages  3  5  weeks.  BLM  expects  to  create  approximately  300 
Full  Year  Job  (FYJ)  equivalents  for  FY  1995  with  fimdmg  of  $12  million.  For  FY  1996,  BLM 
expects  to  create  approximately  500  FYJ  equivalents  with  the  $23  million  in  the  request 

The  Administration  is  committed  to  providing  family  wage  jobs   We  estimate  these  family  wage 
opportumties  range  fi-om  $  1 2  to  $26  per  hour. 
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The  number  of  FYJ  equivalents  created  per  million  dollars  spent  depends  on  the  t\pes  of  projects 
involved    Upland  habitat  projects  such  as  planting  of  mixed  species,  weed  control,  and  thinning 
of  stands,  produce  about  23  FYJ/million  dollars  Ripanan  tvpe  projects  (ripanan  plantings, 
creation  of  snags,  stream  enhancement,  channel  modifications,  etc  )  produce  about  35  F- 
YJ/million  dollars    Road  work  projects  to  reduce  sedimentation  (slide  removal,  culvert  place- 
ment, ditch  cleanmg.  road  closures,  etc  )  produce  about  19  FYJ/million  dollars 

FUNDING  AND  FULL  YEAR  JOB  EQUIVALENTS  CREATED 
(In  dollars,  in  thousands) 


FY95  Funds 

FYJ  Equivalent 

FY96  Funds 

FYJ  Equivalent 

Road  Work 

3,677 

70 

9.000 

171 

Ripanan  Work 

4.800 

168 

7.000 

252 

Upland  Work 

2.000 

46 

3.000 

69 

Socio-Economic 

1.500 

4.000 

TOTALS 

11.977 

285 

23.000 

492 

90  Question       Do  \ou  have  anv  data  on  the  impact  of  the  Forest  Plan  commuiutv-  economic  assistance  on 
emplovTnent  levels,  and  the  average  salary  and  duration  of  jobs  created' 

Answer:  Yes    We  have  preliminary  estimates  available  for  the  impacts  of  the  Northwest  Eco- 

nomic Adjustment  Imtiative  from  FY  1994    The  type  of  estimate  vanes  by  program. 
Major  impacts  follow; 

1  Jobs-in-the-Woods 

$27  million  m  1994  for  Intenor  (BLM.  FWS,  BIA)  and  Agnculture  (USPS) 

Estimated  number  of  people  employed;     2.200  (equivalent  to  600  Ml  year  jobs) 
Average  duration  of  job  3  5  weeks 

Wage  rates  paid;  $  1 2  to  $26/hour 

2  Workers  and  Families  Retraimng  Assistance  in  Affected  Communities;  $8  4  million  in  JTPA 
monies 


Number  of  workers  to  receive  retraimng;    1 ,600  dislocated  workers 

3  Business  &  Industry  Assistance  in  Affected  Communities:  $38.8  million  in  six  difierent 
programs. 

Estimated  number  of  people  employed  or  who  will  eventually  be  employed;  4.400 
Duration  of  job  Permanent  except  for  startup/construction  projects 
Wage  rates;  Variable  at  family  wage  rates 

4  Assistance  to  Commumties  for  Infrastructiu-e  Improvements;  $47  million  m  four  different 
programs 
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91   Question: 


Estimated  number  of  people  employed  or  who  will  eventualK  be  employed: 
Duration  of  job  Permanent  except  for  startup/construction  projects 
Wage  rates:  Variable,  supports  commimity  econormc  activity 


.200 


How  much  fundmg  has  been  shifted  away  from  other  regions  to  fund  the  President  s  Northwest 
Forest  Plan? 


Answer  BLM  has  not  shifted  any  funding  away  from  other  regions  to  fiind  the  Forest  Plan  In  the 

FY  1996  budget  request,  BLM  proposes  to  redirect  about  $5  6  within  the  O&C  account 
to  address  highest  pnonty  Forest  Plan  work.  However,  with  the  completion  of  new 
Resource  Management  Plans  m  1994,  the  entire  amoimt  of  the  O&C  Appropriation  is 
now  du'ectly  related  to  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  as  all  activities 
identified  m  Resource  Management  are  within  the  scope  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

92  Question:      What  timber  sale  level  is  provided  for  in  the  Forest  Plan,  and  what  are  the  estmiates  for  1995  - 


Answer: 


The  Potential  Sale  Quantity  m  the  President "s  Forest  Plan  for  BLM  lands  in  western 
Oregon  is  21 1  MMBF  per  year.  Volume  estunates  below  mclude  70  MMBF  of  sold  and 
awarded  sales  that  were  previously  enjoined  and  released  this  FY  after  the  injunction  was 
lifted  m  December  of  1 994,  and  60  MMBF  of  the  Section  3 1 8  volume. 


TIMBER  VOLUME  ESTIMATES 

Land  Status 

Sale  Type 

BLM 

FY  95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

Forest  Plan 
Area 

Volume  (- 
MMBF) 

Volume 
(MMBF) 

Volume  (- 
MMBF) 

Western  Oregon 

Green 

211 

118 

150 

208 

Salv 

12 

15 

3 

Section  318  previously  sold 
but  unawarded 

NA 

40 

20 

NA 

sold,  awarded, 
previously  enjoined 

NA 

70 

NA 

NA 

Total  Western  OR 

211 

240 

185 

211 

943 


93  Question       Provide  a  graph  on  limber  offered  targets,  timber  ofTered  and  umber  sold  dunng  the  penod  1989  ■ 
1994' 


AnsNscr 

The  following  data  is  for  western  Oregon  land 

FY 

Targets  identified  in 
Estimates  (MMBF) 

Prepared  \olumes  reported 
in  Justifications  (MMBF) 

Sale  Volumes 

Offered/sold 
(MMBF) 

FY  1989 

1.183 

745 

745 

FY  1990 

1.155 

1,169 

1.169 

FY  1991 

950 

550 

433 

FY  1992 

413 

413 

48 

FY  1993 

550 

250 

49 

FY  1994 

395 

14 

14 

94  Question:      Provide  a  graph  on  timber  volume  under  contract,  sold  and  harvest  during  the  penod  1989  ■ 
1994' 

Answer:  The  table  below  reflects  O&C  timber  volumes  harvested. 


FY 

FY 
1989 

FY 
1990 

FY 
1991 

FY 
1992 

FY 
199 
3 

FY 
1994 

Volume  offered/sold 
(MMBF) 

745 

1169 

433 

48 

49 

14 

Vol  Harvested  (- 
MMBF) 

1.348 

943 

544 

599 

475 

154 

Vol  Under  Contract 
(MMBF) 

1.189 

1.013 

911 

682 

249 

138 

944 


95.  Question:      Provide  a  10  year  table  on  timber  sale  volume,  receipts,  expenses,  payments  to  States  and  funds 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

Answer: 


Year 

Western  Oregon 
Forest  Manage- 
ment ($000) 

O&C  Volume  OEfered/sold  - 
Inclusive  of  Salvage  (MMBF) 

Total  Receipts 
($000)' 

Federal 
Share 

Payment  to 
O&C  Counties 

1985 

22325 

1096 

118688 

59344 

59344 

1986 

22140 

1347 

147242 

73621 

73621 

1987 

21282 

1143 

136844 

68422 

68422 

1988 

23041 

1014 

217740 

108870 

108870 

1989 

24848 

745 

219822 

109911 

109911 

1990 

41487 

1169 

206457 

103229 

103229 

1991 

27402 

433 

139758 

69879 

69879 

1992 

31940 

48 

181304 

90652 

90652 

1993 

29210 

49 

131359 

65679 

65679 

1994 

20065 

14 

60075 

30038 

*79,211 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recently  completed  an  MOU  with  several  agencies  to  expedite 
salvage  sales. 
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STAFFING 


96  Question       In  order  to  understand  where  the  staffing  changes  ha\e  occuired  to  date,  provide  a  sununarv  of 
staffing  levels  and  annual  changes  by  orgaiuzational  le\el  for  1992  -  1996. 


Answer 


J  ot  Land  Managcmcnl 
Actual  Hsiimated  FTU  Utilization 


Major  Unit 

FY  92 
actual 

FY  9?  ac- 
tual 

FY  94  ac- 
tual 

FY  95 
estimated 

FY  96 

planned' 

Alaska 

890 

897 

851 

859 

Arizona 

547 

599 

576 

578 

Caliromia 

979 

973 

961 

965 

Colorado 

656 

679 

638 

651 

Eastetn  Sutes 

255 

262 

260 

261 

Idaho 

581 

716 

681 

698 

Montana 

597 

600 

588 

593 

New  Mexico 

885 

869 

826 

825 

Nevada 

734 

764 

748 

758 

Oregon 

2,098 

2.066 

1.979 

1.982 

National  Interagency  Fire  Center 

241 

264 

256 

258 

Service  Center 

522 

554 

354 

358 

BLM  Training  Center 

60 

68 

66 

66 

Utah 

618 

632 

605 

605 

Washington  HQ' 

444 

383 

557 

377 

Office  olfRMModemizaUon' 

0 

0 

0 

191 

Wyoming 

760 

782 

756 

761 

Currently  undistnbuled' 

260 

11,046 

Total 

10.966 

11.107 

10,702 

1 1 ,046 

1 1 ,046' 

Includes  Office  of  IR\t Modemizalion  m  FY  W  Tool 
^Office  of  IRM'Moderruzaiion  esublished  dunng  FY  1994 

'FY  1 995  FTE  ceiling  is  1 1 ,046.  ii  has  not  yel  been  ftillv  allocated  in  order  w  address  scasoniJ  hrnng  levels  for  later  u 
•FY  1996  FTE  ceiling  wilt  not  been  allocated  bv  unit  until  after  FY  1996  AppropnaUons  art  final 
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97  Question       Of  the  FTE  reductions  which  have  occurred  dunng  1992  -  1994.  how  many  were  achieved 

through  buyouts,  what  was  the  total  cost  of  the  buyouts,  and  what  is  the  annual  sa\ings  in  1995 
of  the  reduced  staffing  level' 

Answer:  Of  the  405  FTE  reduction  between  FY  1992  and  FY  1994.  150  represent  the  buyouts  that  were 

approved  in  the  Bureau  in  FY  1994  While  some  300  persons  look  advantage  of  the  buyouts  in 
1994,  because  they  were  not  effective  for  the  full  fiscal  vear.  each  buyout  saved  only  0  5  FTE  in 
FY  94  For  the  FY  1994  buyouts,  direct  costs  were  estimated  to  be  $7,861,000  The  total  salaries 
for  all  of  the  FY  94  buyout  positions  were  $14,100,000  The  annual  savings  in  FY  95  from  these 
buyouts  would  be  the  same. 

98  Question:      Have  any  severe,  uneven  personnel  shortages  occurred  in  certam  areas  due  to  the  buyouts  and 

sharp  staffing  reductions  over  a  short  lime  period,  and  if  so.  how  are  those  situations  addressed? 

Answer:  Thus  far.  there  have  not  been  any  severe,  uneven  personnel  shortages  in  cntical  skills  as  a  result 

of  the  buyouts  and  staffmg  reductions.  The  buyout  cntena  in  BLM  were  developed  from  the 
beginmng  with  several  purposes  in  mmd  such  as  the  following:  reducing  staffing  in  certain 
categones  as  required  by  the  Admimstration's  streamlimng  goals,  which  include  achieving  a 
supervisory  ratio  of  I  to  15  as  called  for  bv  the  National  Performance  Review,  and  reductions  in 
certam  "central  control"  admmistrative  functions  such  as  personnel,  budgeting,  finance  and 
procurement,  as  well  as  streamlimng  Headquarters-type  staffs  Also  BLM's  buy-out  cntena  tned 
to  look  forward  and  anticipate  the  changing  program  emphasis  m  BLM.  mcludmg  the  REGQ-II 
proposals,  and  attempted  to  provide  the  capability  for  buildmg  a  better  rmx  of  skills  within  BLM 
for  implementing  projected  future  program  initiatives,  and  to  move  more  of  our  existmg  staffmg 
resources  to  direct  on  the  ground  program  delivery 


99  Question: 


What  IS  the  average  employee  cost  for  salanes  and  benefits  m  1 996,  and  what  are  the  normal 
estimated  1995  and  1996  attntion  rates,  exclusive  of  the  buyouts'' 


The  average  employee  cost  for  salanes  and  benefits  is  estimated  at  $47,359  in  FY  1996  Normal 
attntion  rate,  exclusive  of  the  buyouts,  for  1995  and  for  1996  is  estimated  at  5  -  6  percent 
annually 


100  Question:    For  your  reinvention  analysis,  has  the  BLM  conducted  a  skills  analysis  to  identify  skills,  such  as 
hydrologists,  biologists,  or  soil  scientists,  m  which  there  is  a  shortage  to  accomplish  the  work  of 
the  agency?  Please  list  the  skills  shortages  that  have  been  identified  and  explain  how  these 
shortages  will  be  addressed  under  the  FY  1996  Budget  Estimate  and  reinvention  efforts. 

Answer:  BLM  is  in  the  process  of  identifying  the  best  methodology  to  use  for  conducting  a  skill  mix 

analysis,  considering  both  the  Administration's  streamlining  goals  and  the  specific  program 
emphasis  and  needs  of  the  BLM  as  set  forth  m  the  Bureau's  Blueprint  for  the  Future  and  other 
plamung  documents.  This  analysis  has  not  yet  been  imtiated.  therefore,  we  do  not  have  any 
conclusions  regardmg  fijture  optimal  staffmg  capabilities  or  possible  shortages  available  at  this 
time.  After  we  have  concluded  the  analysis  and  have  recommendations,  we  will  be  pleased  to 
share  them  with  the  Committee. 
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Honorable  Ralph  Regula 

Chairman,  House  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

April  6,  1995 


GRAZING  FEES 

1 .  Question:        You  have  opted  not  to  raise  grazing  fees  administratively  after  last  year  indicating  you 

believed  your  proposed  fee  increases  were  reasonable  and  fair.  Is  this  an  admission  that 
grazing  fees  are  reasonable  or  do  you  still  believe  grazing  fees  are  below  market? 

Answer;  We  continue  to  support  our  previous  studies  which  show  that  the  present  grazmg  fees  are 

below  market  value   Our  goal ,  however,  continues  to  be  to  work  with  all  competmg 
mterests  and  forge  a  new  consensus  for  public  land  management   To  reach  that  goal  we 
believed  that  the  grazmg  fee  issue  overshadowed  the  goal  of  settmg  standards  for  healthy 
rangelands  and  creatmg  a  network  of  local  advisory  committees  to  work  out  local  problems. 
The  Department  felt  it  appropriate,  therefore,  to  ask  Congress  to  further  consider  the 
grazmg  fee  issue  and  to  act  on  it  as  appropriate. 

2.  Question:        The  grazing  fee  under  the  current  formula  has  gone  down  again.  What  in  the  fee  triggered 

the  fee  decrease? 

Answer:  The  grazing  fee  is  determmed  using  the  PRIA  (Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act) 

formula.  The  formula  is: 


Calculated  Fee  (CF)= 


$l23xFVI  +  BCPI-PPl 
100 


Where: 
CF 

$1.23 

FVI 

BCPI 

PPI 


The  Calculated  Fee  to  be  charged. 

The  base  value  established  m  1 966  through  the  Western  Livestock 

Grazing  Survey 

The  Forage  Value  Index,  an  index  of  annually  surveyed  private  grazing 

land  lease  rates,  1964-1968  =  100. 

The  Beef  Cattle  Price  hidex,  an  index  of  USDA  aimually  reported  prices 

of  beef  cattle  over  500  pounds,  1964-1968  =  100. 

The  PRIA  Prices  Paid  hidex,  indexed  prices  that  producers  of  livestock 

pay  for  selected  production  items,  1964-1968  =  100. 


A  decrease  in  beef  cattle  prices  ($73.43  to  $67  07  per  cwt)  and  an  increase  in  the  cost  of 
production  which  brought  the  PPI  up  from  45 1  to  455  decreased  the  Calculated  Fee  to 
S16I 

3.  Question:        What  is  the  status  of  the  proposed  rangeland  reforms?  When  do  you  anticipate  those 
reforms  being  fully  implemented? 

Answer:  The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  filed  in  December  and  the  Final  Rules  were 

published  on  February  22,  1 995 .  The  fmal  rules  are  to  become  effective  on  August  2 1 , 
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1995  after  allowing  a  six-month  period  for  the  Congress  to  review  them.  State  Directors 
are  now  working  with  the  Governors  to  complete  the  nommation  of  the  Resource  Advisory 
Councils  and  the  submissions  of  those  nominations  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior  for 
appointment   We  plan  to  have  the  appointments  completed  on  August  25,  1995  and  to 
complete  the  traimng  of  the  RACs  by  the  end  of  October. 

4  Question:        Since  announcing  the  rangeland  reforms  and  the  proposal  to  drop  attempts  to  raise  fees, 
what  response  have  you  received  from  the  western  interests'' 

Answer;  The  feed  back  on  the  Resource  Advisory  Councils  (RACs)  has  been  very  positive.  We  are 

working  closely  with  the  governors  to  form  the  RACs  and  overall  their  response  has  been 
very  favorable   Otherwise  we  have  received  very  little  feedback. 

5.  Question:        Could  you  describe  how  the  proposed  range  reforms  differ  from  those  agreed  to  by  the 

Intenor  conferees  in  1993  and  ultunately  defeated  in  the  Senate    Specifically  how  are  these 
reforms  responsive  to  the  western  interests? 

Answer:  The  amendment  agreed  to  by  the  managers,  as  recorded  in  the  Congressional  Record  - 

House  10/15/93,  provided  for  the  following: 

The  legislative  amendment  would  have  increased  grazing  fees  to  $3.45  by  1 996  and  a  new 
formula  was  proposed  by  which  fees  would  be  determined  after  1996    The  final  rule  did 
not  contam  a  grazing  fee  increase  or  adjust  the  formula  to  determine  the  fee.  The  fee 
portion  of  the  proposed  rule  generated  numerous  public  comments  with  diverse  and 
conflicting  views  about  the  impact  of  an  increased  fee  and  the  calculation  of  the  fee 
formula.  The  Secretary  decided  not  to  promulgate  the  fee  increase  provision  of  the 
proposed  rule  in  order  to  give  the  Congress  the  opportimity  to  hold  additional  hearings  on 
this  subject  and  to  enact  legislation  addressing  appropriate  fees  for  grazing  on  public  lands 

The  legislative  amendment  proposed  that  grazmg  decisions  could  be  put  into  immediate 
effect  following  consultation  unless  stayed  by  Interior's  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals 
(OHA)   Under  the  fmal  rule  unless  the  decision  is  related  to  an  immment,  significant 
resoiu-ce  damage  or  trespass  situation,  there  is  a  30-day  period  in  which  to  file  an  appeal    If 
no  appeal  is  filed,  the  decision  is  put  into  effect.  If  an  appeal  and  petition  for  stay  are  filed, 
the  OHA  has  45  days  from  the  expiation  of  the  30-day  appeal  penod  to  grant  or  deny  the 
stay    These  provisions  make  the  procedures  for  appealing  a  fmal  decision  consistent  with 
standard  Department  procedures  for  other  types  of  appeals. 

The  legislative  amendment  proposed  that  future  water  rights  would  be  acquired  m  the  name 
of  the  United  States.  The  fmal  rule  clarified  that  provision  by  addmg  that  new  water  rights 
on  public  lands  will  be  acquu^ed,  perfected,  mamtamed  and  administered  m  the  name  of  the 
United  States  to  the  extent  allowed  by  state  law.  The  provision  of  the  fmal  rule  will 
provide  a  consistent  policy  with  that  of  the  US  Forest  Service  and  ensure  that  water 
resources  remain  available  to  support  future  grazmg  and  other  activities  if  permits  or  leases 
change  hands 


The  legislative  amendment  would  have  provided  for  a  20  percent  surcharge  on  authorized 
leasing  of  grazing  privileges  associated  with  the  lease  of  base  property  and  a  50  percent 
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surcharge  on  authonzed  pastunng  agreements   The  final  rule  has  no  surcharge  on 
authonzed  subleasing    In  response  to  comments  on  the  proposed  rule  that  putting  a 
surcharge  on  authonzed  subleasmg  would  adversely  affect  the  ability  of  new  ranchers  with 
limited  capital  to  enter  the  livestock  business,  the  BLM  did  not  include  the  surcharge 
associated  with  the  authonzed  leasing  or  subleasing  of  public  land  grazing  pnvileges 
associated  with  base  property  in  the  final  rule.  The  final  rule  does  provide  a  surcharge  on 
authonzed  pastunng  agreements  that  is  equal  to  35  percent  of  the  difference  between  the 
Federal  grazmg  fee  per  AUM  and  the  pnor  year's  pnvate  lease  rate  for  the  appropnate 
State  m  order  to  address  the  Secretary's  intent  to  establish  a  fair  and  reasonable  return  to 
the  public    Comments  on  the  proposed  rule  also  stated  that  the  method  for  calculating  the 
surcharge  that  was  in  the  legislative  amendment  did  not  reflect  local  conditions    BLM 
addressed  this  concern  by  modifying  the  method  for  calculatmg  the  surcharge  by  usmg  the 
pnor  year's  pnvate  lease  rate  for  the  appropnate  Stale 

The  legislative  amendment  provided  that  applicants  for  permits  or  leases  would  not  be 
qualified  if  they  had  had  any  federal  or  State  permit  canceled  for  violation  within  the  last  3 
years.  The  fmal  rule  narrowed  the  provision.  The  fmal  rule  provides  that  an  applicant  has 
a  satisfactory  record  of  performance  if  the  applicant  has  been  m  substantial  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  particular  pemut  for  which  renewal  is  sought    In  the  case  of  a 
new  permit,  the  final  rule  provides  that  applicants  for  new  permits  or  leases  would  not  be 
qualified  if  they  have  had  any  federal  permit  or  a  State  pemut  witfun  the  allotment  bemg 
sought  canceled  for  violation  within  the  last  three  years    In  the  final  rule,  BLM  sought  to 
defme  satisfactory  performance  m  a  more  focused  manner  by  placing  more  significance  on 
an  operator's  performance  on  the  allotment  for  which  renewal  is  sought. 

The  legislative  amendment  would  have  provided  for  Resource  Advisory  Councils  (RAC). 
The  fmal  rule  provides  for  RACs,  but  also  requires  that  RAC  members  be  State  residents 
The  BLM  agrees  with  the  many  people  who  commented  on  the  proposed  rule  that  local 
expertise  is  essential  to  effective  councils. 

6  Question:        Earlier  this  week  we  have  some  provocative  testimony  from  the  Cato  Institute  with  respect 
to  grazmg  reform    In  brief  the  recommendations  were  to  shift  the  costs  and  responsibilities 
of  land  management  from  the  agencies  to  die  state  and  termmating  all  range  subsidies 
Ranchers  would  also  assume  range  monitormg  and  mitigation  costs.  What  is  your  reaction 
to  this  suggestion? 

Answer:  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  calls  for  public  land  to  be  retained  by  the 

federal  government  unless  the  disposal  of  a  particular  parcel  will  serve  the  national  mterest 
We  believe  that  this  is  sound  policy  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  nation  as  a  whole   We 
are  opposed  to  a  wholesale  transfer  of  public  lands  to  the  states    We  are,  however,  fully 
supportive  of  working  closely  with  State  governments  for  coordination  purposes  and  to 
ensure  that  we  are  good  neighbors. 


If  public  lands  were  transferred,  state  taxpayers  would  fund  the  full  cost  of  maintaining 
roads,  fighting  fires,  admimstenng  rangelands,  permitting  mmeral  activities,  enhancing 
wildlife  habitat,  providmg  recreational  opportunities,  protecting  cultural  resources  and 
providing  safe  dnnking  water  to  local  communities  in  the  form  of  watershed  management 
This  would  require  state  governments  to  hire  additional  employees,  expend  additional 
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7  Question: 


Answer: 


revenue,  and  in  all  likelihood,  raise  state  taxes.  Presently,  such  costs  are  incurred  by 
federal  agencies  and  paid  for  by  all  American  taxpayers,  as  is  appropriate  for  the  public 
lands  that  belong  to  all  Amencans,  present  and  future. 

Unless  user  fees  were  raised  significantly,  user  fees  would  not  begin  to  compensate  the 
states  for  these  management  costs.  The  federal  government  historically  charges  ranchers 
and  miners  less  to  use  public  land  than  states  and  private  landowners.  Raising  royalties 
and  fees  to  the  same  level  charged  on  State  or  private  land  would  certainly  diminish  profits 
and  limit  economic  opportunities  in  local  communities. 

Millions  of  citizens  use  the  public  lands  to  engage  in  countless  recreational  activities. 
These  lands  are  part  of  the  heritage  of  all  Americans,  both  the  current  and  future 
generations    States  and  local  communities  are  not  responsible  for  the  cost  of  managmg 
public  lands,  yet  they  benefit  from  the  use  of  service  facilities,  restaurants,  stores,  and 
lodging   More  than  $678  million  poured  into  State  and  local  economies  from  recreationists 
using  BLM  managed  lands  in  1993.  Because  of  the  costs  of  managing  these  lands,  states 
would  either  have  to  raise  user  fees  or  sell  off  portions  of  the  public  estate,  which  would 
deprive  future  generations  of  a  significant  portion  of  their  heritage,  and  might  even 
diminish  local  and  state  income  as  a  result  of  loss  of  recreationist  and  other  ongoing  uses. 

BLM  has  worked  many  years  to  develop  more  efficient  means  to  manage  grazing  activities 
on  the  public  land.  The  idea  of  having  livestock  operators  perform  their  own  monitoring 
was  closely  studied  during  the  Reagan  Administration.  The  studies  suggested  that  there 
was  no  way  to  overcome  concerns  with  the  potential  conflict  of  interest  that  might  result. 
As  for  livestock  operators  covering  their  own  mitigation  costs,  BLM  would  be  open  to 
suggestions  in  this  area.  We  continue  to  urge  the  Congress  to  consider  the  ments  of 
adjusting  the  grazing  fee  formula  to  better  reflect  the  value  of  the  use  that  graziers  receive. 

Cato  also  indicted  the  public  rangeland  should  be  marketable  to  people  other  than  ranchers 
for  uses  other  than  ranching  such  as  fishing,  hunting  ete  using  a  similar  permitting  system. 
Could  you  comment  on  the  feasibility  of  this  suggestion? 

In  principle,  we  are  open  to  innovative  ideas  that  allow  people  to  capture  value  that  their 
efforts  add  to  the  public  while  they  hunt,  fish,  or  recreate  on  public  land.  An  example  of 
this  would  be  an  outfitter  that  charges  clients  to  take  them  on  a  pack  trip.    The  outfitter 
pays  BLM  a  fee  for  commercial  use  of  the  land  which  captures  value  for  the  general  public, 
the  client  gets  an  enhanced  recreational  experience,  and  the  outfitter  gets  a  measure  of 
tenure  in  that  BLM  will  not  allow  an  unlimited  number  of  guides  to  use  the  same  area  at  the 
same  time   This  principle  could  be  expanded,  and  there  may  be  merit  in  charging  an 
across-the-board  recreational  user  fee  for  use  of  the  public  lands,  as  Cato  suggests. 
Perhaps  the  general  recreational  fee  concept  could  be  authorized  as  a  pilot  study  in  selected 
areas  of  high  recreational  demand.  It  is  generally  not  feasible,  however,  for  the  government 
to  lease  grazing  allotments  for  uses  such  as  hunting  and  fishing.  In  most  situations  the 
economics  would  not  be  conducive  to  recouping  costs  without  charging  the  public 
significant  fees  to  use  the  public  lands.  Since  these  lands  belong  to  the  entire  American 
public,  past,  present,  and  future,  it  is  appropriate  for  all  Amencans  to  help  bear  some  of  the 
cost  of  managing  and  caring  for  the  land. 
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8  Question:        Cato  also  recommended  the  establishment  of  self-governing  councils  to  replace  BLM  and 
the  Forest  Service  as  the  focal  p>oint  for  public-land  amendments    Quotmg  from  their 
testimony  "The  councils  could  also  become  launchmg  pomts  for  partial  or  complete 
divesture  of  federal  lands    Either  way.  they  would  lift  the  federal  estate  out  of  the  abyss  of 
centralized  command-control  management  and  put  them  squarely  m  the  American  tradition 
of  self-rule,  individual  responsibility  and  free  markets."  Could  you  comment  on  this 
suggestion' 

Answer:  We  do  not  support  the  recommendation  of  establishmg  a  self-govenung  council  to  replace 

the  BLM  or  the  Forest  Service   The  Department  agrees  that  allowing  more  Americans  to 
have  a  say  in  the  management  of  their  public  lands  is  an  important  element  of  improving 
the  management  of  the  public  rangelands.  Increased  public  participation  is  essential  to 
achieving  lasting  improvements  m  the  management  of  our  public  lands  and  the  BLM 
already  pro\  ides  a  variety  of  opportunities  for  citizens  to  participate  m  public  land 
management  decisions   The  Department  is  currently  formmg  resource  advisory  councils  to 
advise  the  BLM  on  a  wide  range  of  issues  concerning  the  management  of  the  public  lands 
These  councils  are  designed  to  reflect  the  concerns  of  the  Governor  and  the  local 
population,  represent  the  broad  range  of  uiterests  concerned  about  the  public  lands,  and 
include  only  mdividuals  whose  education,  training,  or  experience  enables  them  to  give 
informed  and  objective  advice  regarding  an  mdustry,  discipline,  or  interest  specified  in  each 
committee's  charter,  who  have  demonstrated  experience  or  knowledge  of  the  geographical 
area  under  the  purview  of  the  advisory  committee;  and  who  have  demonstrated  a 
commitment  to  collaborate  in  seeking  solutions  to  resource  management  issues. 

9.  Question:        Cato  also  appears  to  oppose  Secretary  Babbitt's  proposed  standards  and  guidelines  arguing 
that  "more  regulations  will  not  correct  the  institutional  and  policy  flaw  that  encourage 
overgrazmg,  reward  bad  management,  and  punish  the  best  of  public-land  ranchers    New 
rules  will  not  fix  the  disincentives  of  the  grazing  system  or  stop  the  bad  management 
practices  sustamed  by  a  litany  of  range  improvement,  protection,  reclamation  and 
emergency-feed  subsidies  "  Could  you  comment. 

Answer:  The  standards  and  guidelines  are  not  "more  regulations."  Rather,  they  describe  the  desired 

outcomes,  with  an  intent  of  actually  givmg  more  latitude,  rather  than  less,  to  progressive 
ranchers   The  standards  and  guidelmes  will  change  BLM's  focus  from  more  traditional, 
process  oriented  decision  making  to  outcome  focused  decision  making  which  emphasizes 
the  condition  of  the  land    Additionally,  the  new  rules  provide  greater  flexibility  to  BLM's 
field  managers  in  the  use  of  range  improvement  funds,  which  in  turn  will  enable  them  to 
address  some  of  the  problems  Cato  is  concerned  about. 

The  Secretary  dropped  his  initial  fee  reform  proposal  when  it  became  apparent  that  we 
would  not  be  able  to  forge  consensus  on  this  complex  issue   Especially  given  the  current 
concern  in  Congress  about  the  need  for  users  of  public  resources  to  pay  a  greater  share  of 
the  costs  associated  with  their  use,  we  believe  that  this  is  an  appropriate  issue  for  Congress 
to  address 


10  Question:      Last  year  you  testified  that  the  condition  of  55%  of  the  public  land  riparian  areas  was 

unknown  and  only  15%  is  in  proper  function  condition.  Has  any  improvement  been  made 
in  these  statistics  and  if  not  what  can  and  should  be  done  to  address  this  problem? 
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Answer:  No,  the  statistics  have  not  changed  significantly  from  last  year.  The  BLM  is  emphasizing 

riparian  area  improvement  in  managing  toward  healthy  rangelands   Over  the  past  year 
most  of  our  efforts  in  riparian  areas  were  focused  towards  improving  condition.  The  friuts 
of  that  labor  have  not  yet  been  realized  since  we  are  now  laying  the  foundation  for  an  effort 
that  will  not  show  results  for  several  years  in  the  future,  and  these  natural  processes  can  not 
be  accelerated  over  the  short  term.  For  1996  we  are  directing  the  BLM  state  offices  to 
increase  their  efforts  in  riparian  assessment  to  determine  how  these  important  systems  are 
farmg.  Districts  will  also  be  working  with  the  RACs  to  design  Standards  and  Guidelines 
that  will  help  us  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  riparian  areas,  the  most  important 
rangeland  areas  that  we  manage. 


MINING  REFORM 


1.  Question: 


Under  the  current  patent  moratorium  how  many  acres  of  federal  lands  are  currently  being 
mined  and  how  many  of  these  acres  are  patented? 


Answer:  Approximately  808,000  acres — encompassing  approximately  600  mining  operations — are 

currently  authorized  under  a  number  of  plans  of  operations  for  mining.  However,  the 
acreage  to  be  disturbed  will  be  less  because  this  figure  represents  the  total  acreage  within 
the  boundanes  of  the  area  of  authorized  operations.  If  a  claim  is  patented,  title  transfers  to 
the  patentee  from  the  Federal  government.  The  land  is  no  longer  Federally-owned  and  we 
have  no  data  on  mining  from  non-Federal  lands. 


2.  Question: 


How  many  patents  have  been  issued  in  fiscal  year  1995?  With  a  continuation  of  the 
moratorium  would  additional  patents  be  issued  in  fiscal  year  1996? 


Answer:  To  date,  four  patents,  covering  2 1  lode  claims  for  344  acres,  have  been  issued.  Yes,  if  the 

moratorium  is  continued,  BLM  would  continue  to  process  the  384  applications  that  are  on 
file  that  are  not  affected  by  the  moratorium 

3. Question:         Does  the  absence  of  a  patent  impose  any  roadblocks  to  mining? 

Answer:  No.  There  is  no  legal  or  statutory  requirement  to  possess  a  patent  in  order  to  mine. 

4.  Question:        Given  that  mining  reform  is  still  on  the  agenda  should  a  moratorium  remain  in  place  while 
comprehensive  legislation  is  being  considered  and  what  is  the  impact  of  not  doing  so? 


Answer:  Yes,  the  mere  existence  of  pending  mining  law  reform  legislation  would  create  a  surge  in 

the  number  of  patent  applications  filed  as  was  evident  m  the  increased  numbers  of 
applications  filed  in  the  last  two  years  In  the  past  decade  of  mining  law  reform  efforts, 
BLM  has  documented  repeated  surges  in  patent  application  filings  in  those  years  in  which 
mining  law  reform  enactment  seemed  imminent  Mining  law  reform  efforts  have,  thus,  in 
part  helped  to  create  the  severe  backlog  of  pending  applications  BLM  has  to  process.  A 
continuation  of  the  moratorium  would  provide  much-needed  relief  while  mining  law 
legislation  is  considered.  Until  Congress  passes  a  compromise  bill,  a  moratorium  on  new 
filings  is  advisable  to  hold  back  the  potential  flood  of  additional  applications  and  to  allow 
BLM  to  address  the  large  number  already  pending. 
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5  Question         Given  that  mining  reform  is  stalled  again  will  BLM  consider  using  their  administrative 
authontv  to  propose  more  stnngent  reclamation  requirements'' 

Ans%ver:  The  Department  is  currently  studying  this  question. 


CENTTRAL  HAZMAT 

I .  Question:         The  Central  Hazmat  program  looks  different  this  year.  As  you  have  had  a  year  of 
experience  with  this  centralized  account  what  changes  have  been  made  and  how  were 
projects  selected  for  inclusion  this  year? 

Answer:  The  only  real  difference  in  the  Central  Hazmat  Fund  program  is  the  different  approaches  to 

formulation  of  the  Central  Hazmat  Fund  (CHF)  budget  in  FY  1995  and  FY  1996    hi  FY 

1995,  the  decision  to  establish  the  CHF  was  made  subsequent  to  the  submission  of  the 
Department's  budget  request  to  0MB   Therefore,  pnor  to  submission  of  the  President's 
Budget  to  Congress,  a  "transfer  in  the  estimates"  was  used  to  formulate  the  Central 
Hazmat  fund  request   CHF  eligible  hazardous  waste  sites  and  associated  funding  that 
bureaus  included  in  their  budget  estimates  were  then  crosswalked  to  the  new  CHF    In  FY 

1996,  the  Department's  Office  of  Envu-onmental  Policy  and  Compliance  (OEPC)  was 
tasked  with  developmg  the  Department's  CHF  request.  This  was  done  by  requesting 
bureaus  to  submit  CHF  eligible  site  nominations,  and  estimated  funding  requirements,  to 
OPEC    These  sites  were  then  rank  ordered  using  the  Department's  site  priorization  system. 
The  product  of  this  exercise  is  the  list  of  37  projects  mcluded  in  the  FY  1996  BLM  Budget 
Justification. 


2.  Question:        What  projects  were  submitted  by  the  bureaus  that  were  not  funded  in  FY  1996    Please 
provide  a  comprehensive  list  and  associated  costs  for  the  record. 

Answer:  All  eligible  projects  nominated  by  the  participating  bureaus  for  CHF  m  FY  1996  were 

listed  m  the  FY  1996  CHF  budget  request.  Only  CERCLA  sites  for  which  the  DOl  is 
liable  are  eligible  for  CHF  fiindmg.  Furthermore,  only  those  sites  which  are  at  least  at  the 
remedial  mvestigation/feasibility  study  stage  of  the  remediation  process  are  eligible  for 
CHF  funding.  The  universe  of  CHF  eligible  sites,  as  displayed  m  the  BLM  Budget 
Justification,  totals  37  projects  in  FY  1996.  It  should  be  noted  that  all  of  these  eligible 
sites  will  not  necessarily  be  funded,  or  fiilly  funded,  at  the  FY  1996  request  level    As 
explained  in  the  Budget  Justification,  the  Department  will  fund  work  at  as  many  of  the 
Categones  A,  B,  and  C  sites  (i.e.  mandatory  sites)  as  practicable,  so  as  to  maximize 
Departmental  compliance  with  court  and  regulatory  orders  or  statutory  requirements. 

3  Question:        Have  any  changes  been  made  to  the  priority  ranking  system  from  the  system  describe  last 
year? 

Answer:  At  this  time,  no  changes  have  been  made  to  the  priority  ranking  system  that  was  described 

last  year    However,  a  Departmental  working  group  is  in  the  process  of  studymg  and 
evaluating  the  system  to  determine  whether  any  modifications  should  be  made  to  unprove 
Its  effectiveness.  It  should  be  clarified  that  the  pnority  rankmg  system  is  but  one  tool, 
albeit  a  very  important  one,  m  analyzmg  site  nommations  and  fiindmg  estimates  and 
ultimately  making  funding  decisions  that  achieve  the  Department's  goal  of  ensunng  the 
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4  Question: 


most  eflective  allocation  of  CHF  funds   Additional  factors  taken  into  consideration  include 
facility  data,  remediation  status  data,  cost  shanng  agreements,  cost  recovery  efforts  and 
budget  data. 

To  date  has  any  money  been  recovered  and  returned  to  the  ftind  for  DOI  remediation 
efforts? 


Answer:  No,  fiinds  have  not  been  recovered  and  returned  to  the  CHF  in  the  year  since  the  Fund  was 

authorized.  In  the  past,  the  Department's  bureaus  have  relied  nearly  exclusively  upon  the 
EPA's  regional  offices  to  provide  data  collection  and  enforcement  support  in  dealing  with 
potentially  responsible  parties   Currently,  the  Department  (with  assistance  from  the 
Department  of  Justice)  is  working  to  establish  the  procedures  and  authorizations  necessary 
for  a  cost  recovery/cost  avoidance  program  at  a  pilot  site.  Using  the  lessons  learned  from 
this  pilot,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  program  will  be  expanded  to  all  bureaus. 


LAND  ACQUISITION 


1 .  a  Question:     Last  year  you  testified  that  public  lands  under  BLM  jurisdiction  had  declined  by  1 58 

million  acres  since  1977,  but  that  these  lands  had  not  gone  into  private  ownership.  Where 
did  they  go  to  states,  other  federal  agencies? 

Answer:  Some  of  the  lands  went  to  other  federal  agencies  such  as  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Forest  Service, 

and  National  Park  Service.  For  example,  FWS  gained  nearly  58  million  acres  in  Alaska 
alone  A  majority  of  this  acreage  was  transferred  from  BLM  jurisdiction  to  the  State  of 
Alaska  and  to  Village  and  Regional  Corporations,  and  individual  Alaska  Natives  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  and  the  Alaska  National  hiterest  Lands 
Conservation  Act.  The  State  of  Alaska  has  recieved  approximately  30  million  acres 
through  state  selection    Some  of  this  acreage  was  transferred  to  State  and  local 
governments  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act,  for  public  use. 

1.  b  Question:     There  has  been  some  discussion  in  recent  years  about  the  increase  m  public  ownership  of 
lands  Has  BLM  ownership  of  land  increased  or  decreased  over  the  past  1 5  years?  For  the 
record  could  you  provide  a  listing  of  public  land  acreage  that  has  gone  back  into  pnvate 
ownership? 

Answer:  The  number  of  acres  under  BLM  junsdiction  beginning  in  FY  1 977  was  409,402,282.  By 

the  end  of  FY  1993  this  figure  has  decreased  to  249,087,428   No  property  has  been 
transferred  "back  into  private  ownership"  because  it  was  never  in  private  ownership   The 
following  table  provides  detail  by  state,  of  the  difference  in  the  amount  of  public  land 
ownership  in  FY  1997  and  FY  1993  and  acreage  changes.  Increases  in  public  land 
ownership  in  states  from  the  Great  Plains  east  have  resulted  primarily  from  close  scrutiny 
of  existmg  records  and  surveys  of  these  lands.  Most  of  the  lands  identified  as  increases  in 
this  area  result  from  identification  of  lands  which  never  passed  from  Federal  ownership  but 
were  not  accounted  for  in  1977.  Decreases  m  public  lands  m  Alaska  result  from  the 
ongoing  survey  efforts  and  transfer  of  lands  to  entities  identified  earlier. 
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Federal  Land  Under  Exclusive  Jurisdiction  of  the  BLM 
(acres) 


STATF 

1977  OWNERSHIP 

1993  OWNLRSHIP 

CHANGt 

ALABAMA 

3.257 

1 10.963 

107.706 

ALASKA 

251.194.066 

88.860,328 

(162.333.738) 

ARIZONA 

12.596.216 

14^55.889 

1,659.673 

ARKANSAS 

1.589 

291.166 

289.577 

CALIFORNIA 

16.200.503 

17.284.258 

1.083,755 

COLORADO 

7.996.361 

8.309.082 

312.721 

FLORIDA 

1.189 

25.277 

24,088 

IDAHO 

11.953.855 

11.848.706 

(105.149) 

ILLINOIS 

29 

227 

198 

IOWA 

0 

378 

378 

KANSAS 

728 

0 

(728) 

LOUISIANA 

7.217 

309.611 

302.394 

MICHIGAN 

936 

74.854 

73.918 

MINNESOTA 

43.556 

150.104 

106.548 

MISSISSIPPI 

639 

57.211 

56.572 

MISSOURI 

200 

2J32 

2.032 

MONTANA 

8.140.964 

8.076.362 

(64.502) 

NEBRASKA 

8.581 

7.493 

(1.088) 

NEVADA 

49.118.324 

47.969.220 

(1.149.104) 

NEW  MEXICO 

12.860.876 

12.888.035 

27.159 

NORTH  DAKOTA 

58.102 

60.223 

(7.879) 

OHIO 

120 

0 

(120) 

OKLAHOMA 

7.112 

2.338 

(4.774) 

OREGON 

15.724.554 

15.722.868 

(1.586) 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

276.297 

279.085 

2.788 

UTAH 

22.886.004 

22.147.772 

(738J32) 

WASHINGTON 

309.030 

351.753 

42.723 

TOTAL 

409.402J282 

249.087.428 

(160.314.870) 

^^^■■■^i^H 
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2.  Question:        How  aggressive  is  BLM  in  the  use  of  exchanges  versus  outright  acquisition  and  are  their  changes  in  the  law 
that  could  mcrease  the  use  of  exchange  authority'' 

Answer:  It  has  been  BLMs  policy  for  several  years  to  attempt  to  acquire  land  through  exchange  rather  than  purchase 

The  passage  of  the  Federal  Land  Exchange  Facilitation  Act  of  1988  and  its  associated  regulations  have 
streamlined  the  land  exchange  process 

3  Question:        Legislation  has  been  proposed  that  would  transfer  all  BLM-managed  lands  back  to  the  states    Would  you 
comment  on  the  proposal? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  the  Intenor  opposes  the  transfer  of  BLM-managed  lands  to  the  states. 

BLM  admmistered  lands  have  never  belonged  to  the  states  in  which  they  are  found,  so  transfemng  them  to 
state  control  would  not  restore  them  to  their  onginal  owners.  However,  if  such  a  policy  were  pursued,  it 
would  have  significant  implications  for  the  American  people,  the  western  states  and  for  users  of  public  lands 

Under  BLM  oversight,  public  lands  are  managed  to  meet  a  variety  of  needs,  rather  than  for  a  smgle  interest. 
Mineral  leasing,  grazmg,  tunber  harvesting  and  recreational  activities  all  occur  on  public  lands.  Additionally, 
BLM  provides  protections  for  sites  of  cultural  and  archeological  significance    Each  of  these  activities  or 
missions  could  suffer  if  public  lands  were  transferred  to  state  control. 

Many  western  states  would  lose,  financially,  from  any  transfer.  At  present,  the  states  share  in  receipts 
collected  from  activities  on  public  lands,  but  are  insulated  from  the  costs  and  responsibilities  of  management. 
Under  public  control,  the  Federal  government  funds  diverse  initiatives,  mcludmg  programs  to  fight  fires, 
clean  up  contammants  and  protect  wild  horses  and  burros.  Additionally,  the  counties  where  public  lands  are 
found  benefit  from  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT),  which  Congress  appropriates  annually  to  compensate 
for  loss  of  revenue  from  property  taxes. 

Transferring  public  lands  to  state  control  could  have  a  dramatic  unpact  on  user  fees    Most  of  the  Western 
States  require  that  the  state  obtain  fair  market  value  for  use  of  state  lands.  Except  Arizona,  all  the  Western 
States  charge  more  for  grazing  permits  than  does  the  Federal  government.  Similarly,  all  the  states  charge  a 
royalty  for  locatable  minerals  mined  on  state  land;  the  Federal  government  levies  no  royalty   Instead  of 
working  solely  with  the  Federal  government,  many  users  would  have  to  contend  with  multiple  regulatory 
bodies. 
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HONORABLE  SIDNEY  R-  YATES 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

APRIL  6,  1995 


TRANSFERRING  LANDS  TO  THE  STATES 

Question:  Some  in  the  Congress  suggest  BLM  administered  public  lands  should  be  turned  over  to  the 

states. 

—What  benefits  do  the  states  already  currently  receive  through  BLM  administration  of  public 
lands? 

Answer:  The  states  where  public  lands  are  located  receive  a  number  of  benefits  from  BLM- 

administration  of  public  lands.  The  states  share  directly  and  indirectly  in  revenues  raised  from 
public  lands.  A  portion  of  receipts  from  mineral  leasing,  grazing  and  other  activities  is  returned 
automatically  to  each  state  through  statutory  receipt  sharing  requirements.  The  states  also  gain 
indirectly  from  the  federal  portion  of  the  receipts,  which  are  invested  in  rangeland 
improvements,  the  upkeep  of  recreation  facilities  and  other  programs. 

Additionally,  counties  where  public  lands  are  located  benefit  from  the  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 
(PILT)  program,  which  compensates  local  jurisdictions  for  loss  of  property  tax  revenues.  In 
FY94,  PILT  payments  totaled  almost  $100  million  nationally. 

The  stales  are  insulated  from  the  full  costs  and  responsibilities  of  managing  public  lands,  which 
are  shared  by  all  taxpayers.  BLM  funds  programs  to  administer  mineral  leasing,  prepare  land 
use  plans,  legal  and  surveying  work,  as  well  as  environmental  programs  to  promote  the  health 
of  the  land.  BLM  also  identifies  and  maintains  sites  of  cultural  and  religious  significance  and 
operates  the  wild  hose  and  burro  program.  BLM  administration  of  public  lands  has  enabled  the 
govenunent  to  provide  a  range  of  services,  such  as  fire  management  and  firefighting,  that  would 
be  difficult  to  provide  at  the  state  level. 

Public  investment  in  BLM-managed  lands  has  helped  promote  Western  economic  health. 
Federal  funding  for  construction  and  access  projects  has  provided  roads  to  remote  communities 
and  helped  create  local  employment  opportunities. 

Recreational  opportunities  on  BLM-managed  lands  provide  another  example  of  the  indirect 
benefits  for  kxal  commuiuties  prompted  by  federal  investment.  Visitors  spend  money  on  food, 
lodging,  travel,  equipment  etc.,  generating  local  employment  opportunities  and  other  economic 
benefits.  Outfitters  and  guides  along  provide  an  estimated  $560-600  million  in  revenues 
annually  to  the  1 1  Western  States. 

Question:  What  do  you  think  the  cost  to  the  Federal  government  of  the  transfer  of  lands  to  the  states  would 

be? 

Answer:  The  Administration  does  not  support  the  wholesale  transfer  of  public  lands  to  the  States. 

Section  102(aXl)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  states  it  is  Congressional 
policy  that  "the  public  lands  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership,  unless  as  a  result  of  the  land  use 
planning  pnx«hires  provided  for  in  the  Act,  it  is  determined  that  disposal  of  a  particular  parcel 
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Question: 


will  serve  the  national  interests . . ."  The  BLM  concurs  in  and  supports  this  policy,  and  has  not 
conducted  this  type  of  analysis  to  assess  the  costs  of  transfer. 

What  do  you  think  would  be  the  potential  loss  of  revenue  for  the  Federal  government  if  lands 
were  transferred  to  the  States? 


Answer:  More  than  $1.2  billion  is  raised  annually  from  BLM-managed  lands  and  minerals.  Royalties, 

rents  and  bonuses  bring  in  S 1 . 1  biUion  annually,  and  balance  is  generated  by  timber,  grazing  and 
other  receipts  from  activities  on  public  lands. 

Question:  What  existing  authority  do  you  now  have  to  sell  lands? 

Answer:  We  already  work  with  the  states  and  local  communities  to  ensure  that  public  lands  meet  the 

needs  of  "present  and  future  Americans"  in  accordance  with  FLPMA.  There  are  instances 
where  land  exchanges  between  the  States  and  the  Federal  government  can  achieve  economies 
through  boundary  consolidation,  and  BLM  favors  consideration  of  such  exchanges.  We  also 
work  with  the  states  to  dispose  of  lands  that  are  diCQcult  or  uneconomic  to  manage,  or  have  little 
significant  natural  resource  value.  However,  as  a  generally  matter,  the  lands  managed  by  BLM 
have  high  public  values  for  the  nation  as  a  whole,  including  scenic,  recreational,  wildlife  and 
watershed  values.  Therefore,  in  accordance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  pursues  a  policy  of  retaining 
public  lands  in  federal  ownership. 

The  BLM  has  additional  authority  to  sell  lands  under  the  Burton-Santini  Act  of  1980.  Receipts 
are  used  to  purchase  land  in  Lake  Tahoe  National  Forest  which  is  managed  for  public  benefit. 
Thus,  although  this  legislation  provides  for  land  sales,  it  also  promotes  land  acquisition  as  a 
means  of  fulfilling  the  needs  of  "present  and  fiiture  Americans." 

Question:  What  priorities  do  you  have  for  which  lands  to  sell? 

Answer:  The  Department  does  not  support  the  sale  of  lands  generally.  However,  there  are  times  when 

such  sales  would  be  considered,  for  example  in  the  case  of  difficult  to  manage  lands.  However, 
generally  BLM  has  pursued  land  exchanges  as  one  of  the  best  means  of  providing  improved 
services  to  the  public.  For  example,  the  San  Pedro  River  Ecosystem  project  in  Arizona  resulted 
from  a  land  exchange;  BLM  traded  land  in  the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area  for  land  on  the  San 
Pedro  River  in  Arizona.  The  land  that  BLM  gave  up  was  difficult  to  manage  and  had  no 
significant  public  resource  value;  the  land  acquired  by  BLM  has  been  designated  to  the  San 
Pedro  Riparian  National  Conservation  Area.  Bird  watchers  are  drawn  to  the  area  from  all  over 
the  world,  and  bring  significant  economic  benefits  to  the  local  community. 

Question:  If  public  lands  were  given  to  the  states,  what  royalty  revenue  would  be  lost  to  the  federal 

government? 

Answer:  The  Federal  government  receives  approximately  $650  million  in  revenues  aimually  fi^om  mineral 

leasing  on  public  land. 
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REINVENTING  GOVERNMENT  PROPOSAL 

Under  the  President's  announcement  for  reinventing  government,  BLM  is  to  transfer  post-lease  claim  operations 
for  inspection  and  enforcement  in  the  onshore  energy  and  minerals  program  to  the  states  and  tribes. 
Question:  What  is  your  proposed  budget  and  FTE  allocated  to  inspection  and  enforcement  of  the  oil  and 

gas  program? 

Answer  In  1996,  we  propose  to  spend  about  $13  million  and  139  FTE  in  inspection  and  enforcement 

of  the  oil  and  gas  program. 

Question:  What  kind  of  receipts  are  generated  torn  on-shore  oil  and  gas  activities? 

Answer  In  1994,  $682.7  million  were  generated  from  on-shore  oil  and  gas  activities,  including  rentals 

and  bonuses,  and  royalties. 
.Question:  If  the  states  take  over  this  program,  will  that  changes  the  amount  of  funds  received  by  the 

Federal  government  from  oil  and  gas  receipts? 

Answer  As  proposed,  there  will  be  no  change  proposed  from  the  level  of  oil  and  gas  receipts  received 

by  the  Federal  government 

Question:  Does  the  reinvention  proposal  change  the  current  relationship  with  the  states  with  regard  to 

managing  coal  and  hard  rock  minerals  on  public  lands? 

Answer  No,  this  proposal  applies  only  to  the  inspection  and  enforcement  function  of  the  oil  and  gas 

management  program. 

Question:  What  oversight  would  BLM  retain? 

Answer:  We  are  forming  a  Joint  Task  Force  with  representatives  of  the  States  and  Tribes  to  work  out 

details  of  an  implementation  plan.  This  task  force  will  thoroughly  consider  mechanisms  to 
assure  that  the  activities  to  be  transferred  to  States,  Tribal  governments  and  industry  are  carried 
out  responsibly  and  that  environmental  standards  are  not  compromised. 

PATENTING  MORATORIUM 

What  has  happened  under  the  patenting  provisions  carried  in  the  FY  1995  appropriation  act? 

Question:  Has  the  Secretary  in  fact  signed  some  patents? 

Answer  Yes,  to  date,  the  Secretary  approved  four  patent  applications — covering  some  2 1  lode  claims 

for  344  acres — for  patent  issuance. 

Question:  How  does  your  proposed  patent  moratorium  for  FY  1996  differ  from  what  is  in  the  FY  1995 

appropriation  act? 

Answer:  The  Department,  in  the  FY  1 996  President's  Budget,  proposes  to  continue  the  current  patent 

moratorium  as  enacted  in  the  FY  1995  Appropriations  Act. 
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THREATS  TO  EMPLOYEES 

The  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  told  the  subcommittee  of  threats  to  Forest  Service  employees  in  the  West. 

Questions:  Are  BLM  employees  experiencing  the  same  sort  of  threats  as  Forest  Service  employees? 

Answer:  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  are  both  experiencing  the  similar  level  of  concern  from  traditional 

land  users.  Nevada  is  the  State  that  is  experiencing  the  highest  level  of  frustration  and  it  is  in 
this  state  that  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  are  working  in  tandem  on  land  enforcement  and 
employee  security  issues.  Both  agencies  are  working  with  local  governments  and  local  interest 
groups  to  improve  communication  and  avoid  fiirther  confrontation. 

Questions:  What  are  you  doing  to  quell  the  movement  in  the  West  of  country  supremacy  over  Federal 

lands? 

Answer:  Employees  have  been  given  guidance  on  how  to  deal  with  frustrated  users  and  provided  with 

procedures  on  how  to  report  these  incidences.  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  are  working  with 
local  governments  and  local  interest  groups  to  improve  communication  and  the  kind  and  amount 
of  information  that  is  available  for  public  use.  Both  agencies  realize  that  as  the  populations 
grow  and  the  public  land  users  attitude  change  there  will  be  increasing  tension  from  traditional 
users. 


NATIONAL  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

Question:  Does  the  $  1  million  requested  for  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  have  to  be  spent 

on  BLM  lands  or  is  it  available  for  any  Federal  lands? 

Answer:  The  projects  for  which  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  (NFWF)  will  provide 

matching  funding  will  be  on  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  NFWF 
matches  BLM  fiinds  on  a  1:1  basis,  so  this  program  doubles  the  amount  of  work  that  can  be 
done  and  involves  the  local  community  in  the  process  of  managing  BLM  lands. 


TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALES  PROVISION 


The  House  has  passed  legislation  to  mandate  and  accelerate  sales  of  salvage  timber  on  public  lands.  For 
BLM,  the  mandate  is  115  million  board  feet  in  each  of  the  next  two  years. 

Question:  What  level  of  salvage  sales  had  you  anticipated  without  the  special  salvage  language? 


Answer: 


BLM  anticipates  offering  1  IS  MMBF  of  salvage  over  the  next  12  months  under  the  existing 
environmental  and  land  management  framework. 


Question:  Would  you  be  able  to  meet  the  level  of  salvage  sales  mandated  in  the  rescission  bill? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  Department  opposes  both  the  House  and  Senate  salvage  Amendments  as  they 
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overturn  the  existing  environmental  &amework  and  open  up  the  potential  for  htigation. 
The  Secretary  has  directed  the  BLM  to  accelerate  the  salvage  timber  program  and  to  ofler 
1  IS  MMBF  of  salvage  timber  over  the  next  12  months  under  the  existing  land  management 
framework. 

FIREFIGHTING 

Question:  To  what  do  you  attribute  the  heavy  Fire  season  last  year? 

Answer:  The  severity  of  the  1 994  wildfire  season  was  primarily  the  result  of  the  combination  of  two 

natural  components,  fuels  and  weather.  It  was  an  unusually  lengthy  wildfire  season,  as  these 
two  components  combined  over  several  months  to  affect  many  regions  of  the  US,  including 
the  southeastern  states.  Desert  southwest.  Pacific  northwest.  Northern  Sierras,  and  central 
and  northern  Rocky  mountains. 

Wildland  fuel  loading  and  conditions  are  at  the  critical  stage  largely  as  a  result  of  land 
management  practices,  prolonged  drought  conditions  and  the  lack  of  an  aggressive  fuels 
management  program. 

Widespread  and  recurrent  droughts  over  the  past  8  years  have  stressed  standing  forest  and 
brush  fuel  beds,  making  them  vulnerable  to  disease  and  parasites.  These  two  factors  have 
turned  healthy,  resistant  plant  communities  into  dense  stands  with  heavy  accumulations  of 
dry  fuel.  In  many  regions  of  the  West,  cured  fme  fuels  (grasses)  remained  from  the  wet 
spring  rains  of  1993  and  promoted  the  spread  of  wildfu'e  to  heavier  fuel  stands. 

The  1994  US  wildfire  season  was  the  combination  of  these  factors  accelerated  by  an 
abnormally  early,  warm,  and  dry  spring  conditions,  which  prematurely  dried  out  already  well 
cured  fuel  beds.  This  was  followed  by  widespread  lighting  and  weather  conditions  creating 
extreme  fire  behavior  for  which  today's  fire  suppression  forces  and  techniques  were  no 
match. 


Question :  What  role  did  the  series  of  dry  years  have  on  the  number  and  severity  of  fires? 

Answer:  The  past  eight  years  have  been  one  of  almost  continuous  drought  conditions  for  major 

portions  of  the  western  US.  As  mentioned  in  the  previous  response,  this  extended  period  of 
below  average  winter  snow  packs,  widespread  lack  of  spring  moisture  and  low  ground  water 
tables  has  advanced  disease  and  overall  decline  in  ecosystem  health. 

This  resulted  in  a  year  in  which  wildfires  exhibited  extreme  fu'e  spread  rates  and  unusually 
severe  fu'e  behavior,  resulting  in  a  high  resistance  to  control.  The  numbers  of  all  agency 
wildfires  through  Sept.  30,  1994  was  64,838  (8.9%  above  the  5-year  average),  while  the 
total  size  of  those  wildfires  was  3,797,109  acres  (61%  above  the  S-year  average). 

There  is  statistical  evidence  that  wildland  management  agencies  made  effective  use  of  their 
presuppression  funds  to  prepare  suppression  resources  for  the  severe  season.  Of  the  total 
fire  15,441  fire  starts  (between  July  21  and  Sept  10,  1994)  only  276  fires  (1.8%)  escaped 
initial  suppression  actions  and  became  large  fires.  A  98%  success  ratio  given  the  drought 
conditions  and  the  exhaustive  duration  of  the  1994  wildfve  season  is  a  good 
accomplishment. 
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Question:  What  portion  of  the  fires  were  the  woik  of  arsonists? 

Answer:  Approximately  39%  of  DOI  agency  wildfires  in  1994  were  caused  by  people,  the  remaining 

6 1  %  by  lightning.  The  break  down  of  the  39%  human-caused: 

12%  Misc  -  powerlines,  fireworks,  etc.  3%  Equipment. 

7%  Incendiary  (Arson).  3%  Children. 

5%  Campfires  2%  Smoking. 

4%  Debris  Burning.  2%  Railroads. 


Question:  How  has  the  growth  of  development  in  to  what  were  wild  areas  changed  the  nature  of 

firefighting? 

Answer:  As  people  move  into  or  adjacent  to  the  wildlands,  a  larger  portion  of  federal  wildland  fin 

fighting  forces  are  being  committed  to  the  protection  of  life  and  real  property.  This  has 
changed  the  nature  of  wildland  fire  fighting  in  several  ways: 

•  It  has  increased  the  costs  of  wildfu-e  suppression  due  to  higher  human  caused  risk, 
diversion  of  wildland  suppression  resource  to  prevent  spread  to  private  property  and 
requiring  more  expensive  suppression  tactics. 

•  It  has  compromised  wildfu'e  suppression  strategy  and  tactics.  One  example;  when 
structures  are  situated  adjacent  to  or  within  the  perimeter  of  an  erratic  wildfire,  the 
suppression  option  of  retreating  and  locating  fire  lines  at  the  most  effective  barrier(s)  is 
reluctantly  made  and  oflen  questioned. 

•  It  has  increased  the  risk  of  fire  to  the  wildlands  through  human-caused  ignitions.  The 
threat  of  arson,  debris  burning,  equipment  use,  smoking  and  child  ignitions  are  increased 
greatly  in  these  urban/wildland  interfaces. 

•  It  has  increased  the  risk  of  real  property  loss  fi'om  wildfu-e  to  the  property  owner.  Those 
individuals  who  do  not  take  the  necessary  actions  to  protect  their  property  fi-om  wildfu-es 
increase  their  risk  of  loss  and  their  need  for  fu-e  protection. 

•  It  has  compromised  the  mission  and  capability  of  wildland  agencies  to  provide  protection 
to  our  natural  resources.  Pressure  to  prevent  the  spread  of  wildfires  to  private  property  is 
reducing  wildland  agency  effectiveness  in  protecting  natural  public  resources  from  damage 
or  loss. 

•  It  has  given  the  public  the  misguided  perception  that  wildland  agencies  are 
available/qualified  for  structure  fu-e  protection.  Many  of  these  residents  believe  that  the 
wildland  agencies  should  and  will  provide  a  sophisticated  level  of  fu-e  protection,  typical  of 
urban  envirorunents,  that  includes  structural/vehicle  fu-e  suppression,  hazardous  materials 
and  medical  emergency  responses,  etc. 

Question:  Can  you  quantify  how  this  interface  has  run  up  fu-efighting  cost? 

Answer:  Federal  wildland  fu-e  suppression  involvement  in  the  wildland  urban  &  rural  interface  has 

increased  wildfu-e  suppression  costs  a  number  of  ways,  and  all  are  rather  difficult  to 
quantify. 

When  wildland  fire  suppression  forces  are  assigned  to  protect  structures  from  a  wildfu-e, 
they  are  assigned  a  defensive  role  near  those  structiu-es,  which  prevents  them  fi-om 
completing  perimeter  control  lines  on  other  areas  of  the  fire.  This  allows  the  wildfire  to 
spread  unchecked  on  other  flanks,  increasing  the  fues  size,  the  damage  to  natural  resources 


963 


and  the  time  required  to  bring  it  under  control.  In  areas  of  heavy  timber  where  this  structure 
protection  is  established  prior  to  the  advance  of  the  fve's  front,  this  may  tie  up  crews  and 
equipment  for  days  or  weeks.  One  example  of  how  these  costs  can  grow:  One  National 
Forest  maintained  structure  protection  forces  during  the  1994  fire  season  in  different  areas 
for  6-8  weeks.  Forest  suppression  costs  total  approximately  $70  million  of  which  about  one 
third  ($23  million)  was  spent  for  protection  of  structures  in  the  interface.  These  costs  are 
still  being  incurred  as  the  property  owners  protected  continue  to  file  claims  against  the 
government  for  damage  incurred  while  protecting  these  properties. 


AUTOMATED  LAND  AND  MINERAL  RECORDS  SYSTEM 

You  are  nearing  the  long  development  period  for  the  Automated  Land  and  mineral  Resource  System 
(ALMRS). 

Question:  Will  you  be  able  to  interact  with  any  of  the  myriad  geographic  information  systems  ahcady 

developed  and  in  use  by  BLM  managers?  If  not,  what  will  it  take  to  achieve  this  capability? 

Answer:  The  BLM  plans  to  interface  ALMRS  with  the  geographic  information  systems  (GIS) 

through  ARC/INFO  software.  This  will  enable  the  BLM  to  portray  the  computerized  land 
use  information  in  ALMRS  with  spatial  information  to  graphically  depict  a  wide  variety  of 
daU  about  BLM  lands.  The  GIS  Data  Transition  Project  developed  "translators"  to  convert 
GIS  (resource)  data  from  the  current  ADS/MOSS  format  into  ARC/INFO  format.  BLM 
offices  have  prepared  data  conversion  plans  and  a  number  of  offices  are  currently  converting 
their  GIS  data  into  ARC/INFO  format.  Therefore,  ALMRS  and  other  GIS  data  will  be  inter- 
operable. 

Question:  Will  you  be  able  to  integrate  ALMRS  v«th  other  data  basses  at  the  BLM  which  have 

information  on  hard  rock  claims,  oil  and  gas  leases,  or  grazing  allotments? 

Answer:  ALMRS  will  contain  the  data  from  Mining  Claim  Recordation  System  (hardrock  claims) 

with  Case  Recordation  (oil  and  gas  leases  as  well  as  other  land  use  actions)  with  the  data 
from  several  other  systems.  ALMRS  data  will  be  in  a  relational  data  base  format.  BLM  is 
beginning  to  move  its  other  data  into  relational  data  bases.  This  will  make  possible  the 
integration  of  data  from  all  program  areas,  including  grazing  allotments. 


GRAZING  FEES 

Question:  What  are  current  grazing  fees? 

Answer:  The  current  grazing  fee  as  computed  by  the  formula  adopted  by  Presidential  Executive  Order 

is  $1.61  per  animal  unit  month  (AUM). 

Question:  Aren't  grazing  fees  lower  now  than  last  year? 

Answer:  Yes,  they  are  down  $0.37.  The  1 994  fee  was  $  1 .98  per  animal  unit  month  (AUM),  and  this 

year's  fee  is  $1.61  per  AUM. 
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Question:  Have  state  grazing  fees  decreased? 

Answer:  In  general,  no  they  have  not.  The  fees  charged  for  grazing  state  lands  by  the  Western  States 

have  remained  steady  or  increased  in  I99S. 

Question:  To  what  extent  do  grosung  fees  cover  your  range  management  costs? 

Answer:  In  1 994  when  the  grazing  fee  was  $  1 .98  we  collected  $  1 8.9  million.  We  calculated  that  the 

cost  to  administer  the  grazing  program  that  year  was  approximately  $38  million. 

Question:  As  grazing  fees  go  down,  do  you  see  an  increase  in  the  requests  for  grazing  permits  and  an 

increase  in  the  number  of  animal  unit  months? 

Answer:  No,  we  haven't.  Since  permits  are  attached  to  base  properties  this  number  stays  fairly  static, 

and  as  you  can  see  from  the  chart  below  there  is  little  relationship  between  the  number  of 
AUMs  authorized  and  the  grazing  fee  amount.  The  amount  of  demand  for  grazing  use  on 
the  public  land  is  affected  only  slightly  by  grazing  fee;  therefore,  we  will  not  observe  a 
significant  increase  in  the  demand  for  grazing  permits  nor  the  amount  of  grazing  use. 
Factors  having  significant  influence  on  the  demand  for  public  rangeland  permits  and  grazing 
use  are  the  costs  for  a  preference  base  property,  the  range  operating  costs,  of  which  a  grazing 
fee  is  but  3%,  the  availability  and  price  of  stocker  livestock,  general  livestock  prices,  and 
drought. 


TABLE. 


Showing  the  relationship  between  grazing  year,  federal  grazing  fee,  and  the 
number  of  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  authorized. 


YEAR 

FEE 

AUMs 
(OOO's) 

1986 

$1.35 

10,447 

1985 

$1.35 

11,067 

1987 

$1.35 

11,178 

1984 

$1.37 

11,067 

1983 

$1.40 

10,336 

1988 

$1.54 

10.445 

1990 

$1.81 

10,844 

1993 

$1.86 

9,758 

1982 

$1.86 

10,657 

1989 

$1.86 

11,043 

1992 

$1.92 

10,088 

1991 

$1.97 

9,602 

1981 

$2.31 

10,483 

1980^ 

$y^^ 

10^21 
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Question: 


Answer; 


Provide  for  the  record,  a  state  by  state  analysis  of  grazing  fees  charged  on  state  lands. 
TABLE.  State  grazing  fees  for  1994  and  1995. 


STATE 

FEE  1994 

EEE 
1995 

CMHQL 

Arizona 

$1.53 

$1.53 

nc 

California 

$1.98» 

$1.98» 

nc 

•  (Widely  variable  $1 .35  to  $5.00)           | 

Colorado 

$6.42 

$6.42 

~       1 

Idaho 

$4.53 

$5.15» 

-)-$0.62          1 

•{-25%  for  sheep)          | 

Montana 

$4.09 

$4.61 

+$0.52          1 

Nebraska 

$16.90 

($na  in  appraisal)          || 

New  Mexico 

$3.31 

$3.51 

+$0.20           1 

North  Dakota 

$8.15 

$8.40 

+$0.25           1 

Oklahoma 

$10.92 

(  $na  in  appraisal)          || 

Oregon 

$2.50  Upland 
$3.50  Wetland 

$3.33 

na;  can't 
calculate 

South  Dakota 

$7.32 

$7.24 

-$0.08 

Utah 

$2.33 

$2.50 

+$0.17 

1  Washington 

$6.44 

$7.34 

+$0.90 

II  Wyoming 

$3  00 

$3.50* 

nc* 
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Questions  of  the  Honorable 

Barbara  F.  Vucanovich 

During  a  Hearing 

of  the 

Subcommittee  on 

Interior  Appropriations 

April  6,  1995 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

As  you  know,  the  relationship  between  federal  land  management  agency  officials  and  some  communities  in 
my  State  of  Nevada  are  strained,  to  put  it  mildly    Tensions  are  running  very  high  and  last  week  a  Forest 
Service  office  was  bombed.  I  speak  for  myself  as  well  as  those  leading  the  so-called  "second  sagebrush 
rebellion"  in  my  State  when  I  condemn  the  violence  and  express  my  desire  that  whoever  is  responsible  is 
quickly  identified  and  brought  to  justice.  These  kinds  of  antics  never  solve  anythmg.  When  we  met  yesterday 
I  was  very  pleased  to  hear  about  your  own  effort  to  build  bndges  between  local  communities  and  the  BLM, 
and  I  very  strongly  encourage  you  to  continue  those  efforts 

Question:  Do  you  have  any  comments  or  information  about  threats  against  local  BLM  officials  in 

Nevada  or  anywhere  else?  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  could  detail  any  information  along 
these  lines  for  the  record 

Answer:  The  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  are  working  with  local  governments  and  local  interest 

groups  to  improve  communication  and  avoid  confrontation.  Likewise,  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service  are  working  m  tandem  on  enforcement  and  employee  secunty  issues. 

BLM  employees  have  been  du'ected  to  avoid  conflict  whenever  possible   Within  the  past 
year,  there  have  been  at  least  45  mcidents  reported  m  Nevada.  In  Nye  County,  Nevada  there 
have  been  5  incidents  One  recorded  incident  involved  that  of  a  law  enforcement  officer 
being  verbally  challenged  about  his  authority.  The  law  enforcement  officer  walked  away 
from  the  confrontation.    The  local  Sheriff  is  aware  of  the  situation.  BLM  took  no  formal 
action.  Nevada  BLM  has  developed  a  guide  book  for  informing  employees  how  to  handle 
harassment    Employees  have  been  given  guidance  on  how  to  deal  with  frustrated  users  and 
provided  with  procedures  on  how  to  report  these  incidences. 


GRAZING 


1  have  been  made  aware  of  a  memorandum  from  Brian  Hockett,  a  BLM  Rangeland  Management  Specialist,  to 
Darrel  Short,  a  BLM  Natural  Resource  Specialist.  The  memorandum  is  titled  "Bnef  Summary  of 
Suggestions  Developed  by  the  "Resource  Management  Pnontization  and  Du-ection  Work  Group"  February 
15-17,  1995."  In  this  memorandum,  Mr.  Hockett  says  "While  recognizmg  the  importance  of  collaborative 
planning,  the  group  suggested  that  the  BLM  forgo  "endless"  collaborative  processes,  such  as  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Plans  and  Section  8  (PRIA)  reviews  "  Mr  Hockett  goes  on  to  suggest  a  one-year 
time-frame  for  agreements  or  decisions  after  allotment  evaluations  are  completed.  These  suggestions  are 
based  on  the  assumption  that  Section  8  Reviews  and  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans  are  used  by 
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ranchers  to  stall  or  postpone  unfavorable  decisions.  I  am  concerned  about  these  recommendations.  They 
would  clearly  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  ability  of  ranchers  to  have  input  on  important  decisions  that 
affect  them. 


Question;  For  the  record,  could  you  tell  me  about  the  Resource  Management  Prioritization  and 

Direction  Work  Group  that  met  in  February? 

Answer:  This  Work  Group  was  convened  to  examine  and  evaluate  elements  of  BLM's  grazing 

management  program  at  the  field-level,  and  identify  lower  priority  work  that  could  be 
modified  or  eliminated  in  order  to  allow  field  staffs  to  focus  on  higher  priority  work  of 
restoring  impaired  ecological  systems  and  establishing  sustainable  use  levels. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  recommendations  that  came  out  of  the  Work  Group? 

Answer:  Therecommendationsof  the  WorkGroup  ore  still  in  draft  status.  Many  of  the  ideas 

generated  in  a  February  "brainstorming"  session  were  modified  or  eliminated.  Mr.  Hockett's 
response  was  only  one  of  many  provided  to  the  Work  Group.  The  fmal  recommendations 
will  be  presented  to  the  BLM  Director  in  May  1995. 

Question:  Do  you  plan  to  take  any  actions  based  on  the  recommendations  of  the  Work  Group? 

Answer:  The  BLM  Director  will  likely  consider  the  recommendations  of  the  Work  Group  and  adopt 

any  that  add  value  to  accomplishing  priority  work.  Any  recommendations  will  be  discussed 
with  external  groups  before  implementation. 

Effective  collaboration  with  stakeholders  and  customers  remains  as  an  essential  element  in 
accomplishing  the  mission  of  the  BLM  to  maintain  or  restore  the  public  lands  to  a  healthy 
condition.  Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  other  effective  collaborative  processes 
will  not  only  be  continued,  but  encouraged  at  every  opportunity. 

Question:  Could  you  provide  for  the  record  information  on  how  many  full  force  and  effect  decisions 

have  been  issued  by  the  BLM  annually  in  Nevada  over  the  past  10  years? 

Answer:  In  total,  259  full  force  and  effect  (FFE)  decisions  have  been  issued  by  Nevada  BLM  over  the 

past  ten  years.  These  are  categorized  as  follows: 

21  FFE  grazing  decisions  from  monitoring  and  evaluations  (from  a  total  of  275 
grazing  decisions  resulting  from  monitoring  and  evaluations);  70  FFE  decisions  as  a 
result  of  closures  related  to  fu'e  rehabilitation;  120  FFE  grazing  decisions  related  to 
livestock  grazing  in  desert  tortoise  habitat  (many  are  for  authorizations  on  annual 
authorizations  for  ephemeral  allotments  and  reflect  terms  and  conditions  issued  in 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Biological  Opinion);  and  48  FFE  decisions  related  to 
wild  horse  and  burro  gather  plans  (which  constitutes  about  40%  of  the  decisions 
issued  on  removals). 
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Question: 


Answer: 


Similarly,  could  you  also  provide  for  the  record  information  on  the  number  of  AUMs,  broken 
down  annually,  over  the  past  10  years  in  Nevada? 

The  following  table  depicts  the  number  of  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  authorized  on  Public 
Lands  in  Nevada  over  the  past  10  years. 


YEAR 

AUMs 

1985 

1,962,000 

1986 

1,673,000 

1987 

1,789,000 

1988 

1,616,000 

1989 

1,861,000 

1990 

1,831,000 

1991 

1,694,000 

1992 

1,736,000 

1993 

1,547,000 

1994 

1,496,000 

Question:  I  am  particularly  interested  in  the  arid  lands  part  of  the  Environmental  Monitoring 

Assessment  program  (EMAP)  and  would  appreciate  any  comments  you  might  have  about 
BLM's  current  and  planned  activities  under  the  EMAP  program. 

Answer:  The  Environmental  Monitoring  and  Assessment  Program  (EMAP)  was  initiated  by  the 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  as  a  long-term  national  initiative  to  annually 
monitor  the  status  and  trends  in  indicators  of  the  condition  of  ecological  resources  on  a 
regional  basis.  Thegools  of  EMAP  ore  to: 

•  Monitor  and  report  on  the  condition  of  the  Nation's  ecological  resources. 

•  Evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  sum  total  of  current  environmental  policies  and 
programs. 

•  Identify  emerging  problems  before  they  become  widespread  or  irreversible. 

To  accomplish  these  goals,  EMAP  has  established  seven  ecosystem  monitoring  and  research 
groups.  In  1991,  the  BLM  entered  into  on  Agreement  with  EPA  and  several  other  federal 
agencies,  research  institutes,  and  universities  to  provide  support  for  two  of  these  groups:  the 
Forest  Health  Monitoring  Group  and  the  Arid  Ecosystems  group  later  called  Rangelands 
Ecosystems  Group. 

The  Rimgeland  Ecosystem  Group,  is  headquartered  at  the  EPA  Laboratory  on  the  campus  of 
the  University  of  Nevada  Las  Vegas  .  EMAP  Rangelands  will  estimate  status,  extent, 
changes,  and  trends  in  ecological  condition  using  an  environmental  indicator  strategy;  seek 
associations  between  human-induced  stresses  and  ecological  condition;  and  attempt  to 
provide  statistical  summaries  and  interpretive  reports  on  ecological  status  and  trends  to 
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resource  managers  and  the  public.  The  program  is  focused  on  linking  existing 
envu-onmental  monitoring  programs,  where  possible,  and  collecting  new  information  as 
needed  to  achieve  its  objectives.  EMAP  is  not  intended  as  a  substitute  for  ongoing 
programs.  It  may,  however,  enhance  their  value  by  placing  local  monitoring  results  in 
perspective  with  a  larger  geographical  context. 
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